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Abstract
Brooksby, Robin J. Ph.D. The University of Memphis. August 2014. Social
Media: A Case of Publicness. Major Professor: Sara K. Bridges, Ph.D.
Social Media has become one of the most popular ways to communicate and use the
Internet. Previous research has shown that Internet use can have both positive and
negative effects on users’ wellbeing, network quality, and life satisfaction. Further, selfdisclosure is greatly increased and facilitated online, resulting in a loss of privacy. The
aim of this case study was to provide an understanding of online publicness through an
in-depth investigation of three social media users who maintained public profiles with
minimal or no privacy settings. Participants included three individuals with publicly
accessible blogs, Facebook and Twitter accounts. Results showed they were either
naturally public people that found sharing online easy and an outgrowth of their
personalities, or they had encountered circumstances that required their publicness, like
being visible to past friends on Facebook, participating in public discourse through their
blog, or talking with celebrities on Twitter. My findings also showed that my participants
maintained their publicness online due to a variety of benefits, including making friends,
convenient communication, conversation, their network, and celebrity connections. These
benefits were also juxtaposed with several negative effects that publicness caused online
and off. My participants negotiated these effects by being vulnerable, filtering harmful or
hurtful content, maintaining their identity, accepting little privacy, and coping with the
negative reactions of others.
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Chapter 1
Introduction
Throughout history advances in communication and human connection have
challenged the way people think and feel about relating to the “outside” world. From the
advent of Gutenberg’s printing press to the invention of the camera, innovations in
technology have been met with both excitement and fear (Jarvis, 2011). Yet, no advances
in communication to date can compare to the vast leap forward that was brought about by
the invention and subsequent proliferation of the Internet (Bargh & McKenna, 2004).
While first used for information and basic electronic mail (e-mail) communication, the
Internet has blossomed into a vast network of social connections and public disclosure.
Yet, little is known about both the motivation and results of these social connections and
disclosures or how living a more public private life may impact those who choose to
engage in this new form of publicness. Thus, the following study was designed to
examine the impact of engaging in social media for those who have chosen to make their
private lives more public through blogs, FaceBook, and Twitter.
In the 1990s one woman made a landmark decision by placing her personal diary
on the Internet. While her motivations or goals where her own, Carolyn Burke was the
first of many to begin making what was once private now public (Podnieks, 2004).
Following Carolyn’s example many people began to publish the details of their everyday
lives to a public audience on the Internet. Now self-disclosure has become the norm in a
digital culture that seems to value publicness over privacy (Boyd & Ellison, 2008;
Tufekci, 2008; Brandtzæg, Luders & Skjetne, 2010; Miller, Parsons, & Lifer, 2010). It is
self-disclosure and the ability to connect and communicate to a broad audience that
1

defines the use of social media today. In fact, recent reports concerning Internet usage
find that one of the most common uses of the Internet is interpersonal communication and
interaction (comScore, 2011; Gannes, 2012). Now more than ever before, the digital and
real worlds are not disconnected, rather, they overlap and commingle with increased
frequency and ease (Boyd, 2006; Orange, 2011). Today most of the online
communication that takes place occurs between individuals who have had face-to-face
relationships (comScore, 2011). The ability to mix the “online” and “real” relationships
of individuals means that social networks are no longer limited by geography, rather,
social networks can encompass a worldwide audience (Weimann, 2010).
While the advent of the Internet and social media were significant and important
happenings, Podnieks (2004) argues that the fascination with others’ lived lives has long
been a part of our world. For instance, personal memoirs and dairies have frequently
captured the attention of the masses. Considering that the daily personal events of others
available online is unprecedented and occurs in a new form, it is only the presentation
that has changed, not human interest (Podnieks, 2004). Thus, while many use the Internet
for interpersonal communication and maintenance of relationships with those they
already know, there are another large number of individuals who use the Internet as a
means of living their lives in public.
Smith and Watson, in their book, Getting a Life: Everyday Uses of
Autobiography, expose this discourse of publicness by stating that humans do not only
want to live their own lives in public, but we also are consumers of others’ public lives
(Smith & Watson, 1996, p. 3). Clearly the need to be known and to know has been a
common feature of human existence in the past, and currently its expression is facilitated
2

by technology. In particular, the1990s, as Miller (2000) stated, was a unique era not only
for technological advances, but also for being a period of time in which individuals began
to make the private more public. Often this change was made possible through various
forms of technology, such as social media.
While there seems to be a precedent established for a human need to connect with
others and a historical foundation for the long existence of social networks in general, we
know little about the recent self-exposure and impact of living a more visible public life
that is common to users of social media. Therefore, this study will attempt to understand
both the motivation and outcomes of living a more visible public life through blogs, and
social networks (Facebook and Twitter).
Blogs
In the 1990s computer programmers began to experiment with ways of
collaborating and sharing information with each other across the Internet (Gregory &
Murphy, 2004). Blogs, originally called weblogs (Chenail, 2011), began as a way for
computer programmers to find, connect with and communicate to a worldwide audience
of other programmers. The ability to communicate and share was a boon to programmers
who were now able to learn and collaborate with other programmers. This collaboration
proved to be a way to bypass difficult programing tasks and increase the speed at which
tasks could be completed (Gregory & Murphy, 2004). Thus blogs were the first iteration
of social media, first used by programmers and computer experts and eventually by the
public at large.
In January of 1995 Carolyn Burke was the first to expand on the utilization of the
Internet by programmers by deciding to publish an online diary. Diary.carolyn.org
3

became the first personal journal available to the public on the Internet (Podnieks, 2004).
Carolyn wrote about her romantic relationships, mood, and everything in between,
including her health concerns. It was very basic, having little formatting or content
besides black text entries separated by horizontal gray bars. Yet, this early blog was a
foundational act that many individuals followed. This began the development of blogs as
a form of communication, documentation and modern-day media.
For many people who have already kept journals, blogging may be a natural
progression, as computers and the Internet have become a ubiquitous part of life (Lent,
2009). On the Internet, bloggers have the ability to capture and preserve a record of their
life in new ways. For example, it is now possible for pictures of events, videos of
personal projects, and vacations to all be stored and represented digitally online. Life
memories are searchable and able to be reviewed and shared with others much more
conveniently than the photo albums, slide shows, shoeboxes, and trunks frequently used
before the advent of the Internet and blogging.
Currently, a blog is a type of website that allows the blogger to write entries or
posts regarding any topic they desire. For this reason, modern blogs are as diverse as the
authors who write them. Bloggers may write about news, politics, culture, faith, art,
science, technology, comedy and many others. Since most blogs only cover one type of
content, most bloggers maintain more than one blog at a time (Blogosphere, 2011). Blogs
are usually a collection of articles, or “posts” which are normally listed in reverse
chronological order (i.e., meaning that when a blog is viewed, the most recently written
post is at the top of the page). These blog posts can contain text, photos, video, or a mix
of all three, with photos and video being the most common forms of media displayed
4

(Blogosphere, 2011). Today the Internet contains hundreds of thousands of blogs.
Technorati.com, a blog search engine, lists more than a million active blogs (Technorati,
2011). While many of the first bloggers were technology experts and computer
programmers, now bloggers are a diverse group of people. People like politicians,
celebrities, companies, new parents and teen bands are all now blogging. They use their
blogs to spread a message, market their company, talk about their life, connect and keep
up to date with friends and family, or just documenting their lives for posterity.
Social Networks (Facebook and Twitter)
Social networks are the means by which individuals can form connections,
personal and professional, through mutual friends (Donath & Boyd, 2004). They are used
as a source of sharing and getting information and emotional support (Pollet, Roberts, &
Dunbar, 2011). Currently online social networks are a prevalent and growing category on
the Web. There are hundreds of free social networking sites online as of this writing. One
of the defining characteristics of these sites is not that they allow individuals to meet
strangers; rather they make it possible to make a user’s existing social network visible
(Boyd & Ellison, 2008).
Since the 1990s social networking sites have become very popular (Miller et al.,
2010). In fact, visits to online social networks are the number one reported activity on the
Internet today (comScore, 2011), and Facebook is the second leading driver of Internet
traffic, only after Google (Gannes, 2012). Each social networking site develops and
values a unique culture, but most adopt a core set of similar features (Tufekci, 2008). For
instance, many make it possible to maintain already established relationships, but they
also make it possible to establish new relationships with others online. Individuals
5

predominantly use these sites to interact with real friends with whom they have face-toface relationships rather than strangers (Boyd & Ellison, 2008).
Many online social networks also enable users with new tools to share links,
photos, and videos from a desktop computer or mobile phone (Boyd & Ellison, 2008).
Some of the most recent social networking services utilize mobile technologies
specifically in order to incorporate location-based services in order to further facilitate
meeting face to face with other users. These technologies make use of Global Positioning
System (GPS) enabled phones and allow users to broadcast their location to a selected
group of people (Orange, 2011). Facebook and others, including Foursquare and
Gowalla, enable users to broadcast their location.
Social networks are also providing a voice to the masses, contributing to
revolution and increased activism (Orange, 2011). For example, Barack Obama, in his
2008 presidential campaign, made extensive use of both Facebook and Twitter to
communicate with and organize supporters. Facebook users in particular have made
significant contributions to political revolutions in countries such as Columbia
(Kirkpatrick, 2010), Egypt, and Tunisia (Motadel, 2011). In many of these situations, free
access to a large group of online individuals made it possible to make injustices more
visible and organize movements for change. In this way, social networks are contributing
to a more vocal and connected public and ultimately changing our relationship with time,
space, location, and what it means to be public (Orange, 2011).
While some would argue that online social networking is a passing fad, it appears
that it is more than an “ephemeral passion” (Perez-Latre, Blanco, & Sanchez, 2011 p.
70). Originally it was geography that limited connectivity and the establishment of
6

connections or relationships. Advances in technology have reduced obstacles imposed by
geography, making geography less inhibiting for connection. By reducing the friction of
communication, we are witnessing the merger of our online and “real” worlds (Orange,
2011), facilitated by online social networks.
Facebook. Without a doubt, the most influential and popular social networking
site today is Facebook (comScore, 2011). In its earliest iterations (February, 2004),
Facebook required potential users to have a university email address (i.e., one ending in
.edu) in order to sign up. This coincided with Facebook’s school networks. What this
meant was that when you signed up for a Facebook account using a
mymail@myuniversity.edu, you automatically gained access to all other users with My
University emails. Doing so, created networks of college students by default. This
strategy was a decision made intentionally to move college social networks online
(Mezrich, 2009). In 2006 however, this strategy was expanded to include everyone who
wanted to sign up. Now everyone, with or without university distributed email addresses,
can have a Facebook profile (Abram, 2006).
One of the primary pages on Facebook is called a “profile page” (Gonzales &
Hancock, 2011). A profile page displays a photo of the user and other relevant
information including demographic information, photos, notes, friends, subscriptions, and
subscribers. In addition, the profile page is dominated by that person’s “wall.” The wall is
a place that the user may record “status updates,” and share links to other websites,
articles, or videos. It can also be a place where others communicate with the user
publicly, as a “wall post,” or privately by using a feature called “messages.” Private and
public forms of communication on Facebook has recently witnessed big changes and will
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continue to evolve, especially on mobile devices (Seligstein, 2011). After signing up for a
free account, Facebook makes it easy to find other users who you may know. This occurs
by inputting your email account information and Facebook searches your recent emails to
find users that you have exchanged emails with. After finding a few “friends” on the site
you can also expand your list of Facebook friends by using a feature called “people you
may know.” This feature helps users connect with more friends who, “you might not have
known were on Facebook” (Ratiu, 2008, p. 1).
Until 2008, Facebook predominantly consisted of profile pages. In September of
2008, the Facebook team released one of their first major changes to the site. It was
called “News Feed” (Zuckerberg, 2008). With this change, News Feed became the
default page displayed to all users. The News Feed collected and recorded, in reverse
chronological order, the activity of all that user’s “friends.” For example, after logging
onto your Facebook account, it was possible to see all of the recent status updates of all
your friends, and interact with them by adding a “comment” to their status. In 2009, the
Facebook team added the ability to “like” anything on Facebook that you could
previously comment on, by using the new “like” button (Pearlman, 2009). Using the
“like” button, or “liking” became the fastest way to leave feedback on Facebook. By
“liking” something that a Facebook friend posted the user was essentially saying, “I like
this.” Now, with the speed of one click, it became possible to communicate with your
friends.
On Wednesday July 21, 2010 Zuckerberg announced that the site had reached a
monumental milestone. As of that morning, 500 million people around the world were
actively using Facebook to communicate and connect with others (Zuckerberg, 2010). In
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the last year that number has grown to over 800 million active users (Chang, 2011). Since
its establishment and launch at a university campus, college-age users (18-25) have been
the largest age group who use the service, making up 29% of all users (Inside Facebook,
2010).
Twitter. After Facebook, Twitter is one of the next largest and most popular
social networks operating on the Internet today. An estimate in January of 2011 reported
that nearly 200 million users now send approximately 110 million messages per day
(Chiang, 2011). These numbers do not match the explosive use of Facebook, yet Twitter
users still make up a substantial segment of online social networks.
Twitter is unique in three of its core feature sets. The first is that Twitter uses an
asymmetric relationship model (Porter, 2009). On twitter when a user “follows” someone
else, they may or may not know him or her personally, and you do not need their
permission to do so. This is unlike Facebook, where the majority of “friends” you are
connected to are people you know and you have a reciprocal relationship with. In other
words, on Facebook, when you are “friends,” both users see and have access to the
other’s profiles and can communicate with each other directly. On the other hand, using
Twitter, you may follow businesses, politicians, celebrities, or groups, along with those
users that you do know. In this way, the majority of information sharing is only one way.
Twitter does this, because it identifies itself as an information network. Its home page
reads, “Welcome to Twitter. Find out what's happening, right now, with the people and
organizations you care about” (Twitter.com, 2011).
The second unique feature of Twitter is that by default, all tweets are public.
Whereas other online social networks have extensive privacy settings that make it
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possible for users to protect and share information with specific groups of people,
Twitter’s default setting is public (Grant, Moon, & Busby-Grant, 2010). This resulting
paradigm is the reason many “tweets” take on an air of broadcasting, because, while there
are mechanisms in place that allow direct messages that are both private and public, the
majority of “tweets” are not directed to a specific person, rather they are broadcast to a
worldwide audience (Anderson, 2011). Instead of one-to-one communication, it is oneto-many (Farhi, 2009).
The third and most significant feature of Twitter is that each message or “tweet”
is limited to 140 characters (Farhi, 2009; Wright, 2010). Thus, in 140 characters or less
users are able to communicate to the world in real time. Some may call Twitter’s
character limit either a limitation or a feature. Either way, it has this characteristic
because at its beginnings it was intended to be used on many types of devices, even
mobile phones. Therefore, it is possible to “tweet” using mobile SMS messaging (Wright,
2010). Its speed and brevity make Twitter an ideal communication tool for those who
have a need to communicate short bits of information (Farhi, 2009). For these reasons it
is used by a diverse group of people including U.S. President Barack Obama to actor
Ashton Kutcher and pop star Britney Spears (Marwick & Boyd, 2010).
Because of these unique features, Twitter is used by many different groups of
users today for many different purposes. Politicians might use Twitter to either broadcast
to or converse with constituents (Golbeck, Grimes, & Rogers, 2010; Grant et al., 2010).
Reciprocally, Twitter is being used by Americans and others to communicate to their
governments (Ladhani, 2010). Teachers and educators also use it in order to collaborate,
share in conversations, or gather resources (Anderson, 2011). Others such as businesses
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may use Twitter to promote, advertise, or brand their organization (Greer & Ferguson,
2011).
Psychological Impact. Many ways of expressing or understanding internal
thoughts or emotions have been found to be psychologically beneficial. For example,
journal writing has long been shown to result in positive benefits that include improved
psychological functioning and decreased psychological distress (L'Abate, 1991).
Bibliotherapy, or the use of reading as a therapeutic intervention has been shown to
produce significant gains in the treatment and prevention of depression (Cuijpers, 1997).
Further, art (Slayton, D'Archer, & Kaplan, 2010) and other creative practices like
photography (Stevens & Spears, 2009), have been shown to have significant positive
effects on individuals suffering with psychological discomfort (i.e., depression, anxiety,
etc.).
In the last 10 years, Internet use has grown an estimated 444.8%
(Internetworldstats, 2010). This growth has been fueled by people’s desire to connect and
share with one another (Kraut, Scherlis, Mukhopadhyay, Manning, & Kiesler, 1996).
Social media, specifically in the forms of blogs and social networks, has provided a
venue for this communication. Due to the dramatic increase in Internet use, blogging, and
participation in online social networks, much research has sought to understand, describe
and identify the impact of this phenomenon. The current literature has been inconclusive
thus far. Studies have found that participation in social networks strengthens user offline
network quality and well-being (Valkenburg & Peter, 2007). Social network use has also
been correlated with increased life satisfaction (Xun Liu & LaRose, 2008). Conversely,
other research has found that participation in online social networks decreases the time
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spent in face to face relationships and does not increase the quality or quantity of offline
networks (Pollet et al., 2011). Further, increased self-disclosure online due to social
networking may result in a loss of privacy (Brandtzæg et al., 2010). These contradictory
findings are not a surprise since this is such a new and developing domain of human life.
Therefore, we have yet to obtain a clear understanding of how millions of social media
users engage in and are affected by living their lives in public.
The aim of this study will be to provide some of this understanding on a small
scale by investigating in-depth occurrences of social media use. Specifically, it will
identify users of blogs, Facebook and Twitter, as a means of illuminating how social
media is redefining public life, how publicness is constructed within the current social
media cultural climate, and how users of social media are negotiating these new
constructions of publicness both on and offline. With an increased understanding of
social media and its impact on its users, mental health professionals, educators, parents,
and governments will be better prepared to intervene regarding any possible negative
effects of social media use, as well as facilitate and encourage the possible benefits.
Therefore using social constructionism theory I will conduct a case study that investigates
how participants use social media to live their lives publicly.
The current study will explore a cultural change of openness and publicness
through social media, directed by the following research questions:
1. What are the constructions that social media users see as viable options for
representing self in public domains?
2. How are these constructions disseminated, maintained, and reinforced through
their use of social media?
12

3. How do users of social media negotiate these constructions of publicness within
their public and private lives?

13

Chapter 2
Literature Review
In the following chapter the relevant literature on Internet usage will be reviewed
as it pertains to the role of publicness in society. In particular, literature on the use of
Blogs, and social networks will be covered with a specific focus on Facebook and Twitter
and how using these mediums of communication have affected the individuals who use
them.
The Internet
The Internet is the latest in a number of technological innovations that has
increased humankind’s ability to communicate. While it does appear that the Internet will
fundamentally impact many areas of human interaction, it is illustrative to understand it
in the context of history, by understanding how other similar advancements have been
responded to. The printing press, camera, telegraph, radio, and telephone were all
heralded as great leaps forward in the development of human society and communication.
Yet there were also factions and powers which were wary of these technologies. Some
even sought to limit their use, fearing what this ease of communication might mean for
the security of countries and monarchies alike.
Bargh and McKenna (2004) discussed how the Internet is the latest in a series of
technological breakthroughs in interpersonal communication. They stated that it has
become a natural background of everyday life, and we have become used to quickly
turning to the Internet when we need to find information. Although the Internet has
become a prominent part of most people’s lives, the researchers recognized that it has not
penetrated the entire planet yet. The primary reason people use the Internet is to
14

communicate with others. This enables individuals to maintain interpersonal relationships
over great distances. Thus, the Internet has contributed to many positive impacts in social
life. However, Bargh and McKenna (2004) suggest there are also many negative
outcomes such as the potential for sterile social interactions that suffer because of the
lack of face-to-face interaction, in addition to loneliness and depression, and a weakening
of neighborhood or community ties.
Internet Use. Early Internet studies found that email kept participants returning to
the Internet (Katz, Rice, & Aspden, 2001; Kraut et al., 1996). It was self-reinforcing,
meaning that a particular week’s email usage predicted the following week’s email usage,
and the amount of email used in one week predicted the Internet use of the following
week (Bargh & McKenna, 2004). These findings in particular speak to the early use of
the Internet and how people began to use it on a regular basis. As part of the Internet’s
early adoption, email became an integral part of social relationships and their transition to
an online environment. Email was why people came back to the Internet, to continue the
conversation. Even in this early use of the Internet, users were motivated to establish and
maintain social relationships via the Internet. People would log onto their computers with
anticipation as they waited to view their inbox. The popular 1998 movie You’ve Got
Mail depicts this phenomenon quite well as Tom Hanks and Meg Ryan become
enthralled in a relationship via email. Bargh and McKenna (2004) concluded that without
email, the web alone did “not warrant the costs of connecting to the Internet” (p. 62).
That is because, in 1996, connecting to the Internet was a long process due to technology
that required connecting through a dial-up modem.
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Most recent literature has concluded that the primary use of the Internet is to
maintain already existing social relationships (Ellison, Lampe, & Steinfield, 2009).
Valkenburg and Peter (2009) determined that adolescents predominantly used the Internet
to maintain existing friendships and that online communication stimulated, rather than
reduced, social connectedness and/or wellbeing.
The Digital and Real Worlds Overlap. Many studies show that Internet users
primarily communicate with others with whom they already share an offline relationship
(Gross, 2004). Now more than ever before, individuals online world is an integral part of
their offline world (Lüders, 2009; Orange, 2011; Schoon & Cain, 2011). With this change
has also come a blurred boundary between private and public spaces (Bateman, Pike, &
Butler, 2011) along with new concerns about privacy (Brandtzæg et al., 2010; Donath &
Boyd, 2004; Miller et al., 2010; Schrammel, Köffel, & Tscheligi, 2009; Schoon & Cain,
2011; Tufekci, 2008; Young, 2009). The Internet makes it easy to share personal
information online, and it is equally easy to find other’s information as well (Cain, Scott,
& Smith, 2010). For instance, what someone shares online may impact their employment
or relationships, if the information is viewed by future employers or current or potential
romantic partners (Miller et al., 2010). Given these widely known issues of privacy, it
appears that Internet users continue to disclose personal information with little regard to
the possible hazards of doing so (Schrammel et al., 2009).
Self-disclosure. Self-disclosure is one of the unique features of Internet
communication that facilitates the development of online social networks. While selfdisclosure has been shown to be a positive aspect of Internet use, some users post content
that could have negative effects on their futures (Cain, Scott, & Smith, 2010; Miller et al.,
16

2010) such as underage drinking or risqué pictures (Tufekci, 2008). The Internet
facilitates self-disclosures because of the lack of typical gating features (Bargh et al.,
2002). According to Bargh et al., these gating features are made up of variables such as
physical appearance, apparent stigma, shyness, or social anxiety that often interrupt the
development of relationships in common face-to-face interactions. Their elimination
during Internet communication may allow individuals who consider themselves to be less
physically attractive or socially less skilled to develop more intimate relationships. In
fact, some research has also suggested that limited face-to-face communication and the
lack of other verbal and nonverbal cues encourage self-disclosure (Lüders, 2009).
Online self-disclosure may also stimulate social connectedness and, thereby, their
wellbeing (Valkenburg & Peter, 2009). Self-disclosure may also be subject to a positive
feedback loop. Sheldon (2009) found that university students who self-disclosed more
felt more trust in others and therefore disclosed more. Therefore, positive effects of
online communication with existing friends may be attributed to enhanced online selfdisclosure; however, with the increase in self-disclosure, online environments can also
have negative consequences. For example, flaming, online harassment, and cyber
bullying may all result from the disinhibiting aspects of online communication
(Valkenburg & Peter, 2009). While early Internet studies did focus on younger
populations, more recent research has shown that adults have a similar experience online,
and are subject to similar positive and negative effects of online self-disclosure (Strano,
2008).
Negative Impact of Internet Use. Research regarding the impact of Internet use
has included negative findings. Some Internet studies have determined that Internet is
17

associated with negative effects for users. For example, in one study the researchers
found that Internet use likely increased symptoms such as stress, depression and isolation,
and also decreased the number of friends or close relationships off-line, as well as the
time spent with others face-to-face (Kraut et al., 1998). Also, Chiungjung (2010)
investigated the effect of Internet use on psychological wellbeing by considering 43
independent samples and found a small association between high Internet use and
reduced psychological wellbeing. Pollet et al. (2011) attempted to understand the impact
of Internet use on social relationships. Their sample included 73 women and 44 male
university students, most of which were younger adults (m = 28 years). They concluded
that Internet users showed no increases in their offline social network size or emotional
closeness of offline relationships. Other possible negative effects of Internet use include
cyberbullying, online risk-taking, contact with sexual predators, and abuse of
pornography (Pujazon-Zazik & Park, 2010; Valkenburg & Peter, 2009; Weinstein &
Lejoyeux, 2010).
Positive Impact of Internet Use. In recent Internet research, investigators are
finding contradictory effects. Studies have found that Internet use strengthens online and
offline friendships and increases the size of circle of influence (Ellison, Lampe, &
Steinfield, 2007, 2009; Young, 2011). The Internet has also become a source of support
and a place to meet and interact with likeminded people of the same interest or life
circumstance. Many individuals who have lost a loved one, struggled with cancer,
alcohol, or weight-loss have connected with others on the Internet in their search for
support. The Internet has also become a second public space, one in which users continue
their interactions with face-to-face relationships after they leave each other physically.
18

Most Internet communication is between users which already have a face-to-face
relationship. In fact, the number one use of the Internet today is interpersonal
communication.
McKenna, Green, and Gleason, (2002) surveyed 568 people who were
participants in online user groups. The results strongly supported the investigators
prediction that close meaningful relationships would form on the Internet and form more
quickly than in face-to-face circumstances. A follow-up study revealed that online
respondents’ relationships had remained relatively stable and durable over the two-year
period. In fact, 71% of the romantic relationships that had begun on the Internet in the
first survey were still intact two years later–with the majority reported as closer and
stronger. Also, respondents in a second study by McKenna et al. demonstrated a
significant reduction in social anxiety. In their study, only 2% of respondents reported
that the Internet had increased their feelings of depression, compared to 25% of whom it
had reduced feelings of depression. It should also be noted that 73% of respondents
reported no effect on depression. A within-participant’s t-test also showed that
participants were less lonely in 1999 than they had been in 1997. The authors
acknowledge that there were other factors that may have impacted respondents loneliness
during this two-year period, however, when respondents were asked specifically about
the Internet’s impact on their loneliness during this period 47% reported being
unaffected, and 47% felt that their Internet use had reduced their loneliness during this
time, and only 6% reported that they felt more lonely because they had used the Internet.
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Interestingly, the majority or 68% of participants also reported that Internet use had
increased their social circle, whereas only 3% reported that the Internet had reduced their
number of friends (McKenna et al., 2002).
In another study on the impact of Internet use on adolescents Valkenburg and
Peter surveyed 816 adolescents between the ages of 10 and 17. They used 5 separate
measures to collect data regarding Internet communication, closeness to friends, wellbeing, Internet communication with strangers, and loneliness. Overall, the study
suggested that Internet use is positively related to closeness of existing adolescent
friendships, and via this route, to their well-being.
Gender and the Internet. Regarding gender differences among Internet use, it
has been shown that women and men both use the Internet for approximately the same
amount of time, but differ in their specific online activities (Haferkamp et al., 2012;
Pujazon-Zazik & Park, 2010; Strano, 2008; Tufekci, 2008). For instance, women are
more likely to display profile pictures that emphasize friendships, and change their
profile pictures more often than men (Strano, 2008). On the other hand, men may be
more likely to display their phone number online (Tufekci, 2008). Gross (2004) sought to
understand the validity of assumptions that the public has regarding gender and
adolescent Internet use. These being that gender predicts usage; that boys spend more
time surfing the Internet and playing violent video games and girls chat and shop online,
that Internet use causes social isolation and depression, especially for teens, and that
adolescents use the Internet to experiment with anonymous identities.
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Gross (2004) found that on average boys and girls activities online were more similar
than different, and that participants reported that most of their online interactions were
with friends from their offline life - more evidence suggesting that online and offline
lives are merging.
Other Impacts of Internet Use. In regards to self-esteem, self-efficacy,
personality and Internet use the research findings are mixed. Some investigators have
hypothesized that extroversion would predict use of social media (Kraut et al., 1996).
Which has been shown in several studies (Gosling et al., 2011; Krämer & Winter, 2008;
Kraut et al., 1998; Kraut et al., 2002; Xun LiuLaRose, 2008). Gosling et al. (2011) found
that extroversion predicted not only the frequency of online social network use, but also
the number of friends and picture postings. Further, extroversion has been shown to have
a significant and direct impact on online social self-efficacy and online extroversion as
well as online social outcome expectations (Xun LiuLaRose, 2008). This research makes
it appear as though Internet communication facilitated by online social networks
primarily profit extroverted personalities, which led to a rich-get-richer hypothesis of
social media use (Kraut et al., 2002). However, other studies have found this not to be the
case.
McKenna et al. (2002) showed that both extroverts and introverts, or those who
were friend poor also appeared to become friend-richer through online interactions.
Further, the socially anxious and lonely individuals who express their true selves online
also formed close online relationships and integrated them into their off-line lives, which
ultimately increase their social circles and help them become less socially anxious and
less lonely. It also contradicted past research by showing a decrease in loneliness and
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depression and increase of one’s social circles after two years of Internet use. Thus the
Internet may be a means of not only maintaining ties with existing family and friends but
also developing new relationships by eliminating many of the factors that make it
difficult to forge new relationships in face-to-face situations such as shyness, social
anxiety, lack of social skills, or low-self-esteem (Gonzales & Hancock, 2011; McKenna
et al., 2002).
McKenna and Bargh (1999) discussed the opportunity for Internet users to feel a
sense of community and form bonds with others who shared their interests, which
resulted in individuals feeling accepted and a part of the group. In particular, for
marginalized individuals such participation lead to increased individual identity, which in
turn lead to greater self-acceptance and lessened feelings of social or cultural isolation.
Further, this identity transformation made it more likely that individuals would tell
important non-Internet friends or family members about previously hidden or
embarrassing aspects of themselves.
Thus, from the beginning of its introduction the Internet was used for
interpersonal communication (comScore, 2011; Gannes, 2012). Additionally, the growth
of the Internet and its widespread use has led to its integration in people’s lives in many
forms. Early Internet research regarded this integration and the influence of the Internet
as negative (Kraut et al., 1998), but additional research, while still not all agreeing,
generally has shown positive effects of Internet use (Valkenburg & Peter, 2007). One
topic still debated in current Internet research pertains to self-disclosure, which has been
found to have both positive and negative effects specifically related to social
relationships. More specifically, investigators have found that the ambiguity which
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Internet users often experience increases their degree of self-disclosure. Up to this point,
there seems to be a precedent established in the literature, that Internet ambiguity
increases self-disclosure (Sheldon, 2009), and that this self-disclosure can have both
positive (McKenna et al., 2002) and negative consequences (Miller et al., 2010), but we
know little about those Internet users who make their identities public, rather than
ambiguous. A great number of Internet users who displayed their identities openly on the
Internet are users of social media.
Social Media
Social media encompasses many forms of Internet content such as Blogs, microblogging sites, social networking sites and many others which facilitate connecting with
friends and sharing media. What makes social media a unique form of Internet use and an
extension of interpersonal communication is that social media enables users to
instantaneously broadcast information to a large public or semi-public audience. This
attribute of Social Media makes it a significant departure and change in the social
conventions (Jarvis, 2011) of the past. For instance, what was once a private matter, such
as a failed marriage, death, or sickness of a loved one, is now subject matter suitable for
public discourse. As well as more trite life circumstance such as, what a user had for
breakfast, an excellent or poor consumer experience, or just saying “good morning” or
“good night” all of these are examples of self-disclosures shared routinely online by
social media users. Social media has not only increased the amount and breadth of selfdisclosure online but it is has also changed human interactions with regard to their
audience.
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When each of us talks we have in our mind an imagined audience (Marwick &
Boyd, 2010). In face-to-face relationships these audiences are quite clear and even
obvious. However, in a Web 2.0 (O’Riely, 2005) digital culture where interactivity and
communication occur at high rates, but facial expressions and voice inflections are often
absent, one’s audience is much more vague or ambiguous. This is especially the case for
users of social media who are public, because their audience is potentially limitless
(Hewitt & Forte, 2006; Krämer & Winter, 2008). Thus, little research has attempted to
understand how social media users are impacted by this phenomenon and negotiate
sharing with an ambiguous audience.
Becoming a Social Media User. After joining an online social network users are
prompted to create a profile that may include a picture, personal interests, and other
demographic information such as the users name, age, and birthday. Generally, the next
step involved in establishing a presence on an online social network is identifying others
with whom the user already has a relationship. This public display of connection is an
integral part of all social media (Boyd & Ellison, 2008; Donath & Boyd, 2004). Thus,
individual’s online self-disclosure now includes user’s personal network of friends,
family, colleagues, and acquaintances. The label that the site applies can be different
depending on the site. Often they are called “friends” or “contacts.” Most social networks
also provide a mechanism of communication between users. This can employ various
forms of public and private commenting and messaging. The majority of social networks
that we know today were established in the United States, however, social networks have
also garnered worldwide attention (comScore, 2011; Pierpoint, 2011).
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Social Media Users. Regarding age, adolescents and adults have predominantly
made up the majority of social network users. However, in recent months older
populations are using sites like Facebook in growing numbers (Brandtzæg et al., 2010).
In fact, users 55 and older have begun using social networking sites in greater numbers
than all others age demographics (comScore, 2011). With regard to gender, female users
currently outnumber male usurers by a small margin, but with increases to the current
usage patterns and growth it is anticipated that this gap will completely evaporate
(comScore, 2011.) While males and females use social media in almost equal amounts,
studies have shown that they have very different patterns of use (Haferkamp, Eimler,
Papadakis, & Kruck, 2012; Pujazon-Zazik & Park, 2010). For instance, females may be
more likely to use instant messaging, blogs, or keep their online profile up to date by
uploading pictures (Pujazon-Zazik & Park, 2010,) and men may be more likely to look at
other people’s profiles to find friends (Haferkamp et al., 2012.)
User Online Identity and Self-disclosure. An individual’s identity online is a
direct outcome of self-disclosure. For example, it results from how a person introduces
themselves and represents themselves online, as well as the number of friends a user has
or the type of profile picture chosen (Krämer & Winter, 2008; Marwick & Boyd, 2010).
One of the inherent tensions in the use of social media is the user’s desire for social
interaction and contact, which is facilitated by their disclosure of personal information,
yet many users may not want to share intimate information with an unknown audience.
Collectively, self-disclosures constitute the users profile, which is how the user chooses
to represent themselves online (Krämer & Winter, 2008). The more a user self-discloses,
the greater the potential for making social connections (Bateman et al., 2011). Now, more
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than ever before individual’s personal and public lives are overlapping and coalescing
into a single whole (Hewitt & Forte, 2006; Schoon & Cain; 2011).
Bateman et al. (2011) found that the perceived publicness of the social
networking site negatively influenced the user’s intention to self-disclose. In other words,
if a social networking site was viewed as more public, users were less likely to share in
terms of the amount and depth of their self-disclosure. In a sample of 856 German male
and female adults the degree to which the user trusts the particular social network
predicted the degree of disclosure (Schrammel et al., 2009). Researchers have also
investigated the impact of self-disclosure on interpersonal trust and found that high
amounts of self-disclosure predicted higher levels of interpersonal trust (Sheldon, 2009).
Thus, Germans who trusted the online social network were more likely to self-disclose
and American social network users were more trusting of others to whom they selfdisclosed. In an American sample of college age male and female students, participants
used privacy controls as a means of regulating audiences, rather than change their own
amount of self-disclosure (Tufekci, 2008). This leads to the possible conclusion that users
of social media are capable of regulating their level of self-disclosure through a variety of
means. While it does appear that some users of social media are able to regulate the
amount of information they share online (Tufekci, 2008), others may disclose personal
information unknowingly (Brandtzæg et al., 2010). Hence, a significant line of research
and commentary exists among those who study social media with regard to issues of
privacy and the increased amounts of self-disclosure online.
To date, research that investigated social media has been very diverse. Since
social media encompasses a wide variety of Internet site genres (e.g., blogs, social
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networks, microblogging, wikis, Internet forums, and video and photo sharing web sites),
it becomes necessary to focus on the types of social media that are most amenable to selfdisclosure. For this reason the current review of the literature will be limited to the three
main categories of social media that are salient at this time. Those categories are
blogging, online social networks, and microblogging. Thus, the following portion of the
literature review will discuss literature regarding blogs, Facebook, and Twitter.
Blogs. Blogs are a growing type of social media, which allows Internet users to
publish frequently, and spontaneously to a worldwide audience (Viégas, 2005). In 2006
approximately 8% of American Internet users kept blogs, and approximately 39% of
American Internet users read blogs (Lenhart & Fox, 2006). These numbers have
continued to grow in recent years. Technorati.com, a website that indexes blogs, currently
references over a million active blogs (Blogosphere, 2011).
Essentially a web based form of personal publishing, blogs are a text based online
environment that allows the author to write, post pictures, videos, and Internet links
(Halic, Lee, Paulus, & Spence, 2010). Unlike traditional Internet websites which delete
old content when the site is updated, blogs are archive oriented and accumulate content
overtime as the author adds to the website. Eventually, the accumulated writings for a
portrait of the author, allowing readers to garner a great deal of information regarding the
author’s personality, likes and dislikes (Viégas, 2005).
Most bloggers are hobbyists (Blogosphere, 2011) that write about their own life
experiences and most bloggers are under the age of 30 (Lenhart & Fox, 2006). For these
reasons blogs are sometimes viewed as an author’s online journal (Singh & Singh, 2008).
Generally, bloggers make up a segment of Internet users which are avid consumers of
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and producers of Internet content. Since much of blog content is frequently published
personal information, the possibility for impulsive or unintended self-disclosure is likely
to occur (Viégas, 2005). Thus, bloggers have often been characterized as highly biased
and only sometimes accurate (Pierpoint, 2011).
History of blogs. Blogs first called “weblogs” have been on the Internet since the
1990‘s. Initially, they were a type of website that individuals with technical backgrounds,
like computer programmers, used to collaborate with others online (Gregory & Murphy,
2004). Later, others began to use blogs to write on many subjects and begin interacting
with others online. For example, in 1995 Carolyn Burke was one of the first individuals
to use a blog intentionally as an online journal (Podnieks, 2004). Generally her intent was
much like current bloggers, in that, the primary goal of a blog is to communicate the
authors ideas (Gregory & Murphy, 2004) which leads to many questions related to blog
audience. While most agree that bloggers communicated with an audience that was
primarily ambiguous (Lenhart & Fox, 2006), clear findings have shown bloggers ability
to develop community (Halic et al., 2010).
Since the time programmers used blogs, many others have begun to use blogs in a
variety of different domains. Blogs have been used as personal journals (Hollenbaugh,
2011), by business people as marketing tools (Singh & Singh, 2008), by families
(Stefanone & Chyng-Yang, 2007), by educators (Halic et al., 2010), by politically
minded citizens (Baumer, Sueyoshi, & Tomlinson, 2011), and by social science
researchers (Chenail, 2011; Hookway, 2008). In all, Blogs are as diverse as their authors
and make up a significant portion of social media.
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Research on Blogs. The research that studies and utilizes blogs as a data source is
just as diverse. Researchers have used them to study creativity (Smith, 2010), teen girl’s
identity development (Blinka & Smahel, 2009), perceived social support (Baker &
Moore, 2008), and African women’s voice (Somolu, 2007). Studies have also been
conducted to define categories of bloggers (Baker, & Moore, 2011a; Schmidt, 2007) as
well as identify blogger motivation (Hollenbaugh, 2011; Nardi, Schiano, Gumbrecht, &
Swartz, 2004). They have shown that while much of blogging is undetermined and fluid
(Schmidt, 2007), common structures and styles of blogging can be identified. Baker and
Moore (2011a) identified four types of bloggers based on their results from a factor
analysis. They proposed four personal blogging styles: the therapeutic blogger is open
and expressive, but more focused on the author rather than the reader; the self-censoring
blogger is less open and focuses on the development of a positive self-image; the
connected blogger is more socially oriented; and the substitution blogger uses blogging to
compensate for face-to-face relationship deficits (Baker & Moore, 2011a). Stefanone and
Jang (2007) showed that individuals with extroverted personality types, and those with
large networks are more likely to use blogs as an interpersonal communication tool.
An increasing body of research has also investigated the impact of blogging on
psychological constructs such as subjective well-being (Ko & Kuo, 2009) and social
support (Baker & Moore, 2008b; Rains & Keating, 2011; Sanford, 2010). Ko and Kuo
(2009) found that bloggers reported higher subjective social integration, which in turn
contributed to higher subjective well-being. They also found that increased amounts of
self-disclosure contributed to subjective social integration (Ko & Kuo, 2009). Social
support has also been frequently reported by bloggers as a primary outcome of their
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blogging activities (Baker & Moore, 2008b). Rains and Keating (2011) studied a group of
health bloggers who specifically wrote regarding their own personal struggles with
physical or mental health diagnoses. Their results found that social support had a
significant negative relationship with blogger loneliness and a significant positive
relationship with personal growth when other forms of support were absent or deficient
(Rains & Keating, 2011). Blogs have also been used with great success to provide
support and community to individuals struggling with obesity (Sanford, 2010) and cancer
(Chung & Kim, 2008; McBride, 2011). Teacher education has also used blogging as a
means of education, community building, and professional development (Hramiak,
Boulton, & Irwin, 2009; Luehmann & Tinelli, 2008). These findings show that for many
different populations, blogging can serve as a means of social support and a way of
developing interpersonal relationships.
Facebook. When studying social media, and in particular online social
networking sites, the influence of Facebook cannot be understated (comScore, 2011).
Having been established at Harvard University in 2004 (Boyd & Ellison, 2008), it has
grown to influence a worldwide audience (comScore, 2011; Pierpoint, 2011). In March of
2010 Facebook, surpassed Google, and became the most visited website in the United
States (Schoon & Cain, 2011), and in October of 2011, Facebook reached 55% of the
Internet’s worldwide audience and accounted for 1 in every 7 minutes spent online
globally (comScore, 2011).
History of Facebook. Online social networks were not new when Facebook was
originally launched. In fact, several successful websites that incorporated social aspects
had begun to emerge much earlier. Sites like sicdegrees.com in 1997, as well as
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friendster.com in early 2003 (Kirkpatrick, 2010.) began to bring social networks onto the
Internet and introduce new social conventions of self-disclosure. However none of the
online social networks that came before Facebook had its success (Mezrich, 2009).
Facebook was created by Mark Zuckerberg and a few of his friends, all of whom
were undergraduate students at Harvard. In its first iteration, Facebook launched in 2004,
and was only accessible to Harvard students. Unlike other social networking sites at the
time that were open to anyone such as Tribe.net and Linkedin (Kirkpatrick, 2010),
Zuckerberg wanted to create a private and exclusive website for Harvard University
students only. Much of the early Facebook excitement on Harvard’s campus was due to
its adoption by elite sororities and fraternities on campus (Mezrich, 2009). Soon, most
Harvard students had a Facebook page which allowed them to be part of this new
exclusive online social network. Later, because of its huge success, Facebook opened to
other university students (2004), high school students (2005), and eventually everyone
(2006) (Boyd & Ellison, 2008).
Research on Facebook. Facebook has garnered a great deal of attention from
investigators due to its extensive use among a worldwide audience of all ages (comScore,
2011). Generally these investigations observe topics such as, user experience (Young,
2009), identity management (Hewitt & Forte, 2006), self-disclosure (Sheldon, 2009),
social capital (Young, 2011), relationship development (Ellison et al., 2007), and privacy
(Miller et al., 2010).
At the forefront of this research were investigations of Facebook users online
experience. Young (2009) found that younger users were more likely to have more online
friends than older users. They also showed that younger users not only had more friends
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but were interacting with a large number of them in off-line relationships. In contrast,
older Facebook users were more likely to have fewer friends, then their younger
counterparts, and also interact less with Facebook friends off-line. Several studies have
also investigated how Facebook users present themselves online. Hewitt and Forte (2006)
found that self-presentation became more difficult to negotiate with the presence of their
professors on Facebook. In other words, Facebook combined audiences which were
normally separated, and this affected the way users presented themselves.
Facebook research has also investigated the online social network’s impact on
psychological constructs such as self-esteem and well-being (Gonzales & Hancock,
2011). Junghyun and Jong-Eun Roselyn (2011) found that positive self-presentation and
the users’ number of friends may enhance subjective well-being. Ellison et al. (2007) also
found that Facebook use was associated with increased social capital, which in turn was
shown to mediate measures of subjective well-being. Thus, they suggested that
individuals with low self-esteem or low life satisfaction may be particularly benefited by
Facebook use (Ellison et al., 2007).
Much of the early Facebook research studied only younger populations
(Brandtzæg et al., 2010; Lüders, 2009; Pujazon-Zazik & Park, 2010), however more
recent research has shown that adults are using Facebook at ever increasing rates
(comScore, 2011) and that their usage patterns are very different from adolescents and
younger users (Brandtzæg et al., 2010; Strano, 2008). Strano (2008) showed that adults
use Facebook to engage socially by making and maintaining contact with known persons
and is particularly valued for its economic value and convenience. They do this by
making contact with people from their current life situations as well as their past.
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Facebook also facilitated face-to-face communication. While adolescents have been
shown to use Facebook to communicate with a large number of friends, adults focus their
use of Facebook on maintaining their existing relationships. Facebook users demonstrate
a strong attachment to their Facebook profiles and stated that it was an important part of
their social activity and communication (Strano, 2008). Adults appear to experience the
same positive social benefits from Facebook use as their adolescent counterparts. It
appears that social networking strengthens existing relationships through action online
with acquaintances and other contacts. It even appears that Facebook keeps relationships
alive that would have otherwise faded (Strano, 2008). These studies show that while
differing age groups use Facebook differently, users of every age are using Facebook in
growing numbers.
The quality, quantity, and effect of Facebook relationships has also been studied.
Generally, researchers found that Facebook has a significant positive effect upon
relationship maintenance and development (Young, 2011). Ellison et al. (2007)
investigated how Facebook is related to college students development of social
relationships. The majority of students sampled, viewed their primary audience on
Facebook to be people who they shared off-line interactions with. The study confirmed
that there is a positive relationship between Facebook use and maintenance and creation
of social capital. For most of the sample Facebook represented a new social space in
which old off-line friendships were maintained and strengthened, and new connections
were formed. In this new social space, Facebook appeared to engage users and
crystallized relationships that might have otherwise remained ephemeral. This was true
for students with both low and high self-esteem and life satisfaction scores. Sheldon
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(2009) showed that Facebook relationships developed the same way that face-to-face
relationships do. However, Facebook may increase the speed at which these relationships
develop by facilitating self-disclosure (Sheldon, 2009). Young (2011) suggested that
Facebook enhances interpersonal relationships by supplementing traditional forms of
face-to-face communication. It appears than that Facebook is an important tool used for
the relationship initiation, development, and maintenance.
Since large numbers of individuals from a variety of age groups are developing
and maintaining relationships online by using Facebook to share personal information
with one another, researchers have also addressed privacy concerns in a number of
different studies. concerns regarding privacy have arisen and are repeatedly made quite
definite and because many Facebook users provide personal information quite freely
(Miller et al., 2010; Schrammel et al., 2009). Facebook also encourages interpersonal
interactions that traditionally are private, like beginning or ending a friendship, an event
that is published publicly (Schoon & Cain, 2011). Tufekci (2008) reflected on these
privacy concerns by stating that it is unlikely that Facebook users will stop putting
potentially harmful information online. Unlike past generations that remained private,
young Facebook users want to be seen, but they may not recognize potential negative
effects of publishing so much personal information online (Tufekci, 2008). Thus it
appears that increased self-disclosure among Facebook users, while having positive
effects like increased quality of interpersonal relationships, may also have long-term
negative effects which may not be readily visible.
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While self-disclosure among users of online social networks was taken to a new
high with the advent of Facebook, sharing one’s moods, thoughts, and actions became
extremely popular with the development of microblogging websites like Twitter.
Twitter. Twitter is a website which allows its users to share what they are doing
in real time. It’s home page states “Welcome to Twitter. Find out what's happening, right
now, with the people and organizations you care about” (Twitter.com, 2011). In many
ways Twitter has become a source of breaking news and information (Farhi, 2009).
While its growth rates do not match those of Facebook, Twitter is the second largest
online social network worldwide, and reaches 1 in 10 Internet users globally (comScore,
2011).
After signing up for the free service by, choosing a username and password along
with an e-mail address, filling out a brief profile that includes biographical statement
(limited to 140 characters), and providing a profile picture, twitter users are prepared to
“tweet.” Users “tweet” by constructing a statement limited to 140 characters in length
that describes the user’s mood, thoughts, or actions. Once this 140 character missive is
created it is published on the web, in real time, to all of the users “followers” (Anderson,
2011). Since tweets are short statements that are displayed in reverse chronological order,
this genre of social media has been labeled “microblogging.” Tweets on their own can
contain information that ranges from the inane, to the utterly captivating, however, when
viewed in mass they reveal a great deal of information about society at large, almost
instantaneously (Savage, 2011).
One of the greatest differences between Twitter and Facebook pertains to its
model of connection. Unlike Facebook, which follows a synchronous model of
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connection, meaning Facebook “friends” agreed to a shared connection, Twitter utilizes
and asynchronous model of connection. Thus, Twitter users do not agree to be
“followed” by others. In other words, by default all tweets are public; anyone with or
without a twitter account can read a user’s tweets (Marwick & Boyd, 2010).
History of Twitter. Twitter launched in August 2006 (Boyd & Ellison, 2008;
Greer & Ferguson, 2011). During its first three years online Twitter reported moderate
growth rates, however, in the spring of 2009 their audience increased dramatically, and
during the previous year recorded an impressive 59% increase (comScore, 2011). Since
that time, 200 million users now send 110 million messages per day (Chiang, 2011).
Research on Twitter. After becoming available to the public in 2006, Twitter
garnered attention in the literature as early as 2007 (McFedries, 2007). One major
departure from other social media research is that Twitter research does not include
investigations of privacy concerns, due to the site’s default publicness. Also, Twitter
users were typically older than other forms of social media like Facebook (Pujazon-Zazik
& Park, 2010). One of the greatest similarities between Facebook research and studies
that investigated the influence of Twitter is a focus on user audience. Like other social
media research and studies that investigated Facebook self-disclosure, investigations have
shown that Twitter flattens audiences (e.g., reduces the social hierarchical nature of
communication) which are kept separate and traditional forms of communication
(Marwick & Boyd, 2010; Tufekci, 2008). For instance, in the past an individual was
unable to communicate with their romantic partner, their boss, and their political leader in
one audience. However, Twitter and Facebook complicates our sense of space and place
leaving these audiences no longer separated by geographic location or time.
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Consequently, self-disclosure made by Twitter and Facebook users occur in a public
context. It’s as if society has come full circle to the age of villages, in which there is
potential for everyone knowing your personal information (Tufekci, 2008).
Twitter research has also covered a number of other topics. Twitter has been
reviewed as a suitable tool for educators (Anderson, 2011) as well as students (Wright,
2010). These two studies focused on twitter’s ease of use, with regard to connecting
individuals. Wright (2010) found that practicum students felt less isolated when using
Twitter to communicate with other students regarding their experiences. Additionally,
some studies have investigated how twitter can be used as a data source for researcher
(Nicholas & Rowlands, 2011), to pinpoint natural disasters (Pierpoint, 2011), or to detect
early outbreaks of disease (Savage, 2011). Since tweets are published in real time, Savage
(2011) showed that they can be an efficient and cost-effective source of sociological data.
Several studies have shown how twitter can be used by governments and politicians
during elections or to understand public opinion (Grant et al., 2010; Ladhani, 2010).
Twitter has also been used during political rebellion (Motadel, 2011), social reform
(Ellison et al., 2009), and by terrorists (Weimann, 2010).
Conclusion
Among technological recent advances that have increased communication
worldwide, the Internet stands out as an overwhelming breakthrough (Bargh &
McKenna, 2004). The primary reason for Internet use has been shown to be interpersonal
communication (Ellison et al., 2009). While both positive and negative effects of Internet
use has been shown among many investigations, general findings conclude that Internet
use benefits user interpersonal relationships (Ellison, Lampe, & Steinfield, 2007, 2009;
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Young, 2011), increases user well-being (Valkenburg & Peter, 2007) and reduces social
anxiety (McKenna et al., 2002). Researchers agree that Internet communication results in
these benefits, due to increased interpersonal ambiguity (Bargh et al., 2002) and
facilitated self-disclosure online (Lüders, 2009). In this light, social media is a new social
space in which individuals initiate, develop, and maintain interpersonal relationships
(Humphreys, 2010). In addition, social media flattens audiences, which in turn gives rise
to concerns regarding privacy (Marwick & Boyd, 2010; Tufekci, 2008). It also gives
unprecedented access for unconventional but credible experts to speak and be heard
(Pierpoint, 2011). Thus, while early Internet research regarded personal ambiguity and
increased self-disclosure as two of the fundamental sources of user benefit, recent studies
that investigated social media have done little to illuminate the lives of social media users
who are stretching traditional social conventions of publicness. Due to the increased
popularity of social media among users of all ages worldwide it appears that social media
is more than a passing or transient passion (Pérez-Latre et al., 2011).
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Chapter 3
Methods
The Internet and social media have both facilitated an increase in the ability to
share and live more visible lives (Orange, 2011). Research has found that one of the main
uses of the Internet is interpersonal communication. Researchers have also found that
people often consider the Internet a social space (Donath & Boyd, 2004). Thus far, social
media scholarship has been unable to conclusively identify whether using blogs and
online social networks with the intent of living a more visible life is harmful (Pollet et al.,
2011) or beneficial (Haythornthwaite, 2002; Orange, 2011). Some have simply stated
that, “Vast, uncharted waters still remain to be explored” (Boyd & Ellison, 2008).
Therefore it is important to investigate the lived experience of social media users who
intentionally disclose information to a public audience online, in order to illuminate this
domain.
Purpose Statement
The purpose of this study was to illuminate current constructions of publicness
among users of social media and show how these users negotiate these constructions
within their public and private lives. The research was directed by the following three
research questions.
Research Questions
Y

What are the constructions that social media users see as viable options for
representing self in public domains?

Y

How are these constructions disseminated, maintained, and reinforced through their
use of social media?
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Y

How do users of social media negotiate these constructions of publicness within their
public and private lives?

Methodology
For this study I chose to conduct a case study. This methodology is particularly
attractive to me because it allowed me to contextualize the personal experiences of my
participants from different data sources. To understand how case study helped me to
accomplish my research goals, it is important to know how it fits amongst current inquiry
paradigms.
Debates in scientific inquiry have divided research into two opposing paradigms.
On one hand positivist, normative, experimental, and objective inquiry approaches, state
that scientific research should collect a great deal of data about a subject, reduce this data,
and then derive theory that can be generalized to a larger population (Thomas, 2011a;
2009). Within this paradigm, the quality of such research is judged upon its validity and
generalizability. On the other hand, interpretive, subjective, or intuitive approaches
suggests that scientific inquiry cannot reduce, fracture, or remove the experience of an
individual from its context, and that generalization is not the primary goal. Instead, within
qualitative inquiry paradigms, the focus is on the contextualization of data,
transferability, and crystallization (Richardson, 2000; Tobin & Begley, 2004). Ultimately,
debate among these paradigms, has led to a focus on process rather than on curiosity and
interesting research (Thomas, 2011a). Thus, case study enters this paradigm melee by
facilitating an integration of both types of inquiry. It does so by emphasizing the need to
collect a great amount of detailed data, but does not attempt to generalize because of its
focus on the case.
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Rather than survey a large number of individuals as a means of reducing their
experience to find the essence of social media use, a case study viewed through the lens
of social constructionism did quite the opposite. It looked at three participants valuing
each of their experiences with equal weight and illuminated the uniqueness found in each
participant’s experience. Each participant’s data were collected and analyzed in a manner
that preserved its context. It was my intent to illuminate the content, alongside the how’s
and what’s of each telling (Smith & Sparkes, 2005). In other words, I attended to how
participants’ sequentially organize their stories, as well as the broader patterns of
meaning making and social interactions that they shared. For instance, it was important to
represent how and when a participant began to use social media, or how they
conceptualized their own public and private lives. Further, I argue that there is not an
essential experience of all social media users. Instead, my participants had different
experiences and reasons for using social media to live a more visible, public life.
Case Study. Case study is a type of research that is interested in understanding
how and why something might have happened, or why it might be the case (Thomas,
2011a). However, conducting a case study means much more than simply describing a
social phenomenon in great detail. Instead, a case study is an interpretation of a
phenomenon through a specific lens which places it in a broader context. For example a
hospital ward would not be considered a case study, but an analysis of why a particular
ward is thought to be outstanding would be a case study. Therefore, a case study must
contain two parts to be relevant or rigorous: a subject and an analytical frame, or object
(Thomas, 2011c).
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When we conduct a case study, we assume that by conducting an in-depth study
that looks at the subject from many varied angles, we will get closer to understanding the
why and how of the case. In this manner, we attempt to “drill down” by investigating the
case through as many means necessary to understand the case in great detail (Thomas,
2009a). Much of the research in the social sciences is somewhat one-dimensional,
because researchers often look at their subject from one direction. Instead, researchers
should seek for what Michel Foucault (1981) described as the “polyhedron of
intelligibility” or Richardson (2000) described as “Crystallization” which describes
coming to an understanding of our subject from several directions at once (Thomas,
2011a). Through this type of investigation, we are attempting to develop our
understanding of the phenomenon in a three-dimensional way.
As a methodology, case study is unique because it focuses the researcher’s
attention on the case. The case can be studied in as many ways that the researcher
chooses. However, it is most important for the researcher to clearly define the case.
While there are many meanings for the word case in the English language, I define it in
the following ways: First, like a box or physical container, the case forms the boundary or
wrapper for my study. Second, the case defines a particular moment in time, event, or set
of circumstances. By understanding a case in this manner, it helps us remember that,
while conducting a case study, we are interested in a phenomenon or event in its totality.
In other words, case studies are about studying a set of circumstances in their
completeness. Lastly, a case also takes the form of a rationale or set of arguments on
which we are basing our inquiry (Thomas, 2011a). A case study is really about
connecting the disparate forms of data into a seamless and cohesive body of research.
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Therefore, case studies are a singular, focused inquiry on a particular set of circumstances
or events, so our case is defined by the circumstances in a specific time period, and it is
also formed by our specific rationale for the project.
For my purposes here, I adopted the case study definition submitted by Thomas
(2011a), who stated:
Case studies are analyses of persons, events, decisions, periods, projects, policies,
institutions or other systems which are studied holistically by one or more
methods. The case that is the subject of the inquiry will be an instance of a class
of phenomena that provides an analytical frame –an object– within which the
study is conducted in which the case illuminates and explicates. (p. 23)
In other words, a case study is about regarding something in its completeness by looking
at it from many angles.
A case study is defined broadly by two separate parts: a subject, and an analytical
frame or object (Thomas, 2011a). It is not enough to simply study a specific unit, because
that unit does not have any meaning unless it is observed through an analytical lens
(Wieviorka, 1992). The analytical lens gives the case study its purpose and direction.
Since the analytical lens is so vital to the success of a good case study, it is important for
the researcher to continually ask themselves the question, “What is this a case of?” By
answering this question, the object of the study is revealed and emerges as the inquiry
progresses. The object of my study was publicness as described by Jarvis (2011). I
believe social media users are demonstrating publicness in a way that has not yet been
seen, or studied before. I regarded the experience of my participants through a lens of
publicness. This lens not only affects the data that I attend to and collect, but it influenced
my analysis, by placing the data within the public/private context.
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Thomas (2011a) identified the separate types of case studies as written by six
primary scholars, and then consolidated, sorted each, and eliminated any duplication.
After doing so he proposed a typology of case study research that incorporates all of the
previous case study literature. This typology is illustrated below in Table 1.
I chose this typology because it is a comprehensive model that incorporates all the
past case study literature including Merriam (1988), Stake (1995), Bassey (1999), de
Vaus (2001), Mitchell (2006), and Yin (2009). The resulting design provides a theoretical
structure that guides the design of each case study. In the following paragraphs I will
discuss each part of Thomas’s (2011) typology in greater detail, including how I chose to
define it in my research.
Table 1
A Typology of Case Study
Subject

Purpose

Approach

Process

Testing a theory
Special or
outlier case
Key case
Local
knowledge
case

Intrinsic
Instrumental
Object Evaluative
Explanatory
Exploratory

Retrospective

Building a theory

Single

Drawing a

Diachronic

picture,

Methodological or

Illustrative

choices

Descriptive
Interpretive
Experimental
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Snapshot

Multiple

Nested
Parallel

Subject. The subject of a case study can be a social phenomenon, historical event,
or even a set of behaviors. The subject can be chosen for three reasons: it is a unique or
outlier case, that may be chosen simply because of its differences from other examples; a
key case might be chosen because it is a classic or exemplary case; and the local
knowledge case may be chosen because of its familiarity to the investigator (Thomas,
2011a). In this study I chose social media as my subject. It is both a key case because I
believe it is one of the predominant ways people are interacting publicly today; and it is
also a local knowledge case because as a user of social media myself, I am familiar with
it and have preexisting knowledge regarding social media users.
Object. The object of a case study is identified in a less straight forward manner.
That is because it may be identified before the study is undertaken, or it may emerge and
solidify as a study progresses. Generally the object of the case study can be
conceptualized as its analytical frame (Thomas, 2011a). It is most easily identified by
asking the question, “What is this a case of?” Initially, the preexisting object of my study
was the idea of “publicness” (Jarvis, 2011). I investigated how people in today’s society
communicate, share, and interact with one another in public. The object of my study also
had emergent qualities, because throughout my study, I asked the question, “What is
social media a case of?” Both the initial and emergent objects of this study directed and
illuminated the study’s purpose.
Purpose. The purpose describes the investigators desired outcome of the study.
The investigator’s purpose may be intrinsic, meaning that they are sincerely interested in
learning more about the object of their case; it may be instrumental, meaning that the
investigator has a purpose in mind and their hope is that this inquiry will serve as a tool in
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accomplishing that purpose; it may be evaluative, meaning the research is being
conducted to see how well something has worked or is working; the purpose may be
explanatory, meaning that the research is being conducted to provide understanding and
explain a phenomenon; and the purpose may be exploratory, meaning that the research
was conducted to know what is happening and why. Thomas (2011a) indicates that the
case study may have multiple purposes. Accordingly, the purpose of my study was
threefold; intrinsic, because I was sincerely interested, explanatory, because I hoped to
explain “publicness” among social media users, and exploratory, because I hoped to learn
more about this phenomena.
Approach. As a whole, case study purposes can be broken into two categories:
theoretical and illustrative (Lijphart, 1971; Thomas, 2011b). My approach to this research
was to illustrate a phenomenon rather than develop or apply theory. I attempted to draw a
picture of “publicness” among social media users. Thus, my study presented a picture of
this phenomenon enabling the audience to share in the experience, and make sense of it
for themselves based on their own knowledge, beliefs, and experiences. In other words,
my hope was that readers of the research who were already social media users might
resonate with the experiences of my participants. If so, readers might change some of
their behavior online, becoming more private or more public. Therefore, my identified
purpose guided my methodological choices and my overall process of inquiry.
Process. In Thomas’s (2011a) case study classification system, the process
describes the decisions and operational choices that the investigator makes regarding
their research. The investigator does this by first returning to their subject, and the
parameters that define the case. For instance, the case may be defined by a number of
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different boundaries: person, place, thing, event, institution, or time period. The
investigator also identifies whether the case study should incorporate a comparative
element. In other words, will the study include single or multiple cases? Whether a single
instance or multiple cases are selected, the focus is on the subject rather than the
individual cases (Thomas, 2011b). Time is also considered a factor in the process of the
case study. Single case researchers may choose to collect retrospective data, meaning that
they look back upon the phenomenon and study it in its historical integrity. They may
also use a snapshot to collect data from a specific defined period of time, such as a day in
the life of a person or a current event. This snapshot may include data from an hour or a
year; it does not matter. The emphasis of the snapshot is to develop a Gestalt of that
specific time period (Thomas, 2011b). Investigators may also choose to use a diachronic
method of data collection, which means that they collect data in a manner which shows
changes over time, much like “longitudinal” research used in quantitative methods.
Investigators using multiple cases may adopt either nested, parallel, or sequential
data collection methods. Each of these data collection methods accounts for the
comparative element within a multiple case design. Case studies that have incorporated
more than one case have been labeled multiple, collective, or comparative case studies
(Thomas, 2011a). Nested data collection describes drawing data from nested sub units
within one case, such as classrooms within a single school. Parallel data collection
describes collecting data from multiple cases concurrently, and sequential data collection
describes incorporating data from cases which occur consecutively. The assumption with
the latter is that data collected from one case depends upon what occurred in the previous
cases (Thomas, 2011b). My process of inquiry incorporated multiple (three) cases, and
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collected retrospective (e-observations), and snapshot data for specific time period (one
month) and compared these cases in parallel.
To summarize, I will review how my case study fits the typology proposed by
Thomas (2011b). My case study typology is illustrated below in Table 2. Its subject,
object, and purpose were as follows. First, it was a multiple or comparative case study
which identified social media as the subject. Specifically, it was a key case, because
social media exemplifies a domain where individuals are currently living publicly, and it
also qualified as a local knowledge case because I was already familiar with the use of
social media. The object of my case study was “publicness,” as described by Jarvis
(2011). My purpose in conducting the case study was intrinsic, because I had genuine
interest in the subject; explanatory, because it explain the experience of social media
users; and exploratory, because the study attempted to understand and illuminate
publicness among social media users.
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Table 2
A Typology of The Proposed Case Study
Subject

Special or
outlier case
Key case
Local
knowledge
case

Purpose

Intrinsic
Instrumental
Object Evaluative
Explanatory
Exploratory

Approach

Process

Testing a theory

Retrospective

Building a theory

Snapshot

Drawing a

Single

picture

Methodological or

Illustrative

choices

Multiple

Descriptive
Interpretive

Diachronic

Nested
Parallel

Experimental
Note. Bold text is used to indicate chosen aspects of the typology.
Methods
Since case studies strive to investigate the case from a number of different data
sources, data was collected using three methods of data collection. The following portion
of the chapter outline my primary and secondary forms of data collection. Given that I
chose to investigate and illuminate the experience of social media users who are publicly
searchable on the Internet, I chose methods that collected both spoken narrative
information, as well as shared Internet content.
Primary methods. During the research process I conducted two in-depth, semistructured interviews with each participant. These interviews asked the participants to tell
me about their lived experience as social media users and how they used social media to
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live their lives more publicly. Interviews are one of the most frequently used methods of
data collection in qualitative research because they allow the participant to determine the
direction of the interview and the topics that emerge (Mishler, 1986; Thomas, 2011c).
Semi-structured interviews were also chosen because they collected data that cannot be
obtained by observation or any other interview method. Semi-structured interviews
allowed me to respond to topics and my own questions in a natural conversational way by
first, establishing rapport, and then using open ended questions, and verbal and nonverbal probes (Thomas, 2009).
In each interview I used a semi-structured interview guide, or list of questions
(see Figure 1), to keep the interview conversational and fluid, while remaining on task
and focused on the research questions. It was my intent to enter the interview with an
open mind, listen, and facilitate conversation.
The following semi-structured interview guide (Figure 1) was based strictly on
my research questions, with the three major questions aligning with my major research
questions; and the sub-questions were used to illuminate in-depth information regarding
each participant’s lived experience. It was used to inform initial interviews with each of
my three participants. The interview guide was also used to remind me of potential
questions, follow-up questions, and probes, which encouraged the participants to share
their experiences pertinent to the research questions (Patton, 2002). My second interview
with each participant was informed by an informal interview guide made up of my notes
and impressions taken during and after my first three interviews and collection of eobservations.
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RQ 1: What are the constructions that social media users see as viable options for
representing self in public domains?
Y

How did you decide to have a public Facebook, Twitter account, and blog?

Y

How do you decide what to publish/share online?

Y

Tell me about a time when you wished you shared less online.

Y

Tell me about a time you were impacted positively by sharing something online.

RQ 2: How are these constructions disseminated, maintained, and reinforced through
their use of social media?
Y

Tell me about the first time you heard of someone being public online.

Y

As you use social media and interact online, what makes you remain public?

Y

How has your view of publicness changed since using social media?

Y

How would you describe social media culture?

Y

Have you seen this culture change?

Y

Tell me about a time you were critiqued, for sharing something online?

Y

Tell me how you think social media has changed being public.

RQ 3: How do users of social media negotiate these constructions of publicness within
their public and private lives?
Y

Tell me about your social media use on a daily basis. Walk me through a normal
day’s use.

Y

Tell some of the reactions you get when you discuss your publicness online with
offline friends.

Y

What concerns do you have regarding privacy online?

Y

How are your experience online separate or similar to your experiences offline?
51

Y

How does sharing your life with other people online affect your offline life?

Figure 1. Interview Guide: Social Media and Publicness.
Interview process. After obtaining the participant’s contact information, I set up
an appointment at a time and place that were convenient for both the interviewee and the
researcher. I selected a public space that offered privacy and minimal distraction.
Because many factors can affect the outcome of the interview process, such as time of
day, location, and degree of formality (Clandinin & Connelly, 2004), I attempted to
provide an interview setting that was convenient and comfortable for both the interviewee
and the researcher. During the meeting, I first explained the purpose of the study and
reviewed my informed consent (Appendix A) and had the participant sign it. Following
this, I assigned the participant a pseudonym that they were identified by for the remainder
of the research study. The interviews lasted from 1 to 2 hours were recorded using a
digital recorder and labeled with the date and initials of each participant. The recordings
were then saved and later transcribed for analysis.
Throughout the interview I kept written interview notes on a legal size pad of
paper. These field notes consisted of short-hand writings that made note of the location,
participant appearance, behavior and statements, as well as my own internal/unspoken
reactions in the moment. I also used my field notes to record potential interview probes.
At the conclusion of the interview I asked the participant if I could contact them
in the future to clarify information and to review my analysis and/or representation. I also
asked them if they were willing to sit for a second interview. These second interviews
were used as a form of member checks and a way to further discuss insights that either
the participant or I had since the first interview. They also allowed the opportunity to
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reveal and contextualize the participant in a more in-depth fashion. Thank you cards were
given to all participants after the second interview was completed. They were
undecorated white cards and contained a simple message of thanks.
Confidentiality
So that safety and comfort are provided to all my participants, this research was
conducted in two different locations that met the needs, and desires of the participants.
Each space was selected in order to ensure confidentiality and provide a space that was
welcoming and inviting so the participants were able to share their in-depth stories
without worry or concern. Two of my participants were interviewed in an available
classroom at a local college, and the third participant was interviewed in her own office.
Participant names were kept confidential by using pseudonyms assigned at the first
interview. Before each interview, participants were provided with a copy of the informed
consent document, describing their rights as participants and explaining issues of
confidentiality. I also explained their right to participate or withdraw from the study at
any time. All documentation, recordings, and e-observations were kept on a password
protected computer, and physical copies of recordings, transcripts, artifacts, and other
forms of data were kept behind locked doors and will be destroyed within two years
following study.
Recruitment
I used purposeful selection (Patton, 2002) to acquire my three participants. I
recruited each through my established relationships in the Midsouth social media
community who I did not already know. I did this by communicating to face-to-face
contacts and through Twitter and Facebook regarding my basic research area and
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selection criteria. Once I identified potential participants I provided them with my contact
information, phone number, and e-mail so they could contact me and set up a time to
interview. There was no tangible incentives given to participants in the study, only the
opportunity to share one’s thoughts and experiences regarding how social media relates
to their lived public lives.
Participants. I selected three participants and attempted to comprehensively
answer my research questions (Creswell, 2007). I selected my participants based on the
following criteria: All participants were required to 1) have publicly accessible (minimal
or no privacy settings) blogs and profiles on Facebook and Twitter; 2) be unpaid (not
engaged in social media as part of their job); 3) be participating in social media for
personal reasons; 4) use more than one form of social media; 5) use social media on a
daily basis; 6) have participated in two forms of social media for at least one year; 7) give
consent for their written online activities via blog, Twitter, and Facebook of the previous
month, to be collected as e-observations; and 8) live in the Midsouth, specifically the
Memphis and surrounding areas. I did not include prisoners, children, or pregnant women
in my sample. In addition to these basic criteria, participants included in my study had to
be able to articulate stories about their lives, so it was important that they not exhibit
severe cognitive barriers, and were willing to discuss their use of social media, including
potentially personal topics shared online. My participants included a 33-year-old Asian
American male self-employed Rap Artist, a 37-year-old Caucasian female college
professor, and a 20-year-old African American female college student.
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In the following section I will give an outline of each participants experience, and
how they compare to each of my other participants. The names used here and throughout
the remainder of the research are pseudonyms.
Participant 1 (Adam). My first participant was a 33-year-old Asian American
male rap artist. He spoke at length about how in his first career as a lawyer, he was
private online, and did not want to be searchable on Google.
I started doing music online as a hobby and at first I used to keep my social media
very separate from me for very obvious reasons, cuz um I didn’t want my
employers to find out, or I didn’t want my name to be like googleable for future,
you know, like possible employment interviews where they Google you and stuff.
So I used to keep it pretty private. (A1 12)
Later, after he quit his job at the law firm, he became more and more open online, and
eventually public.
I just made it all public and a big thing since then has been part of this new era of
musicians who do a lot of stuff online where it’s not just that you make music and
people like the music you make, it’s that they like you, and they want to support
you, and they happen to like the music that you make, I hope. Maybe some people
don’t even like my music. Maybe they just like me, but whatever. Regardless, if
they buy an album, come to a show, whatever, it’s all great. So being public is
very important, because you want them to know you, and to support you from like
a very genuine sincere place, and so the only way you can really do that is to be
totally accessible in every way, so at first it would be, like you can tweet at me,
and I would tweet back. People can email me. All my merch that I ship, the return
address is my home, and I just gave out my address. I don’t care. I could really
care less, because you know, I live in an ok area, and I don’t think anyone is
going to murder me, come rob me, I mean you could I guess, if you follow my
tour schedule, but being public and being completely open was like. I mean I have
a lot more followers obviously now having done this now for two plus years. (A1
28)
So, his primary goal in being public is to gather an audience and develop a community
around his music, and yet there are still ways in which he still censors himself, and does
not share everything.
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I try not to talk trash on like, I try not say things about things that I know people
are associated with that may be somewhere in my circle, and its more like “if you
don’t have anything nice to say don’t say anything at all.” Because like there are
comics by people who I am really great friends with, that I despise. (A1 512)
And yet, he has no problem with the fact that his sharing may affect his network and
potentially his business.
I kind of am a big believer in the fact that like, if they don’t like my politics or if
they don’t like what I tweet about, they can unfollow me and it won’t be a big
deal. (A2 728)
I went to St. Louis, and me and my friend, her car got broken into and all her stuff
got stolen including my laptop, including our laptops, and all our clothes and a
bunch of stuff. So I got home and I did this thing, I did this 24 hour rap-a-thon
and the idea was that I time stamped myself that morning and that day I would try
to write and record as many songs as I can and I post them throughout the day and
people would pledge and they would donate and so when they did this I said you
know we need this much money to replace our laptops cuz that’s really the only
thing that matters and um whatever we raised passed this I’m going to donate to
RAIN, which is the nation’s largest anti-sexual violence organization. And the
reason that we decided to do this is that when we were in St. Louis we kept seeing
these Todd Akin signs for Senate who is the guy that was saying that in a
legitimate rape, a woman’s body has a way to shut that thing down. So we did this
as a middle finger to the Republican senatorial candidate in Missouri and
everyone knew that and everyone was cool with it, even people who were not
democratic, or democrats, because charity is nonpartisan but we are doing this
specifically as a screw you to the GOP candidate. It’s just stuff like that like I’m
very open with my views and my stances on things. I don’t think I’ve ever
hesitated on things like that. My view is that if someone doesn’t like my stances I
can, I don’t really care if they don’t buy my music. (A1 528)
There are also times when he and his social group must change their behaviors online, to
preserve their privacy offline
We have to be a lot more private online. I actually heard stories about my friends
who used to tweet, my friend who’s a web comic-er, he has a lot of followers
because he was really big. He had to stop tweeting about where he was because he
would get fans who would just show up. Like stalkers. Like stalker-ish people.
And he hated it. So he’s like, “I have to stop tweeting where I’m eating.” Because
it’s New York, so if you’re just walking around, you can be like “oh hey, he’s
eating at this place, let’s just stop in and say hi” and that’s really annoying
probably to him. But there are also times where we’ll be at a comic convention or
we’ll be at a concert, and we’ll want so badly to complain about something but we
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can’t because we know that the people who are at that concert are probably
following us so we have to kind of take it to email or talk in person. So it makes
us hold back a lot of our worse side that wants to bitch and moan about stuff. It
also makes us less likely to engage in really inappropriate humor, even though we
all really like the worst inappropriate humor from comics. (A2 655)
He also makes even greater changes to his online and offline behaviors to preserve his
own desired private space.
The funniest thing is that, I am a nobody in this city, I don’t do shows here. My
friends know me, but I think it weirds out people who are from here, to know
there’s this kind of like idea of what I do in their head that’s just vague, and then
we go to another city, to do another show, and they see me at a merch table and
they’re just kind of like “oh, it’s real” you know, like, and to me, I like the fact
that no one knows me here. I don’t book shows here, I try not to do more than like
just for friends around here.
Me: And that’s intentional?
A: Yeah, very intentional!
These excerpts show how my first participant, was public, and valued his
authenticity online, however, he like my other participants, and unlike my original bias,
did not share everything in a haphazard, or unintentional way. Instead, he is constantly
maintaining his online image, while also preserving the level of privacy that he needs.
Participant 2 (Doctor T). My second participant was a 37-year-old Caucasian
female college professor. She too was completely open online and searchable. She also
spoke at length about the reasons for her own publicness, but she viewed much of her
style of sharing as a pure outgrowth of her personal development and personality.
That is kind of just part of my personality I’m not I don’t think I’ve ever been a
particularly um private person. I think I’m also kind of what you see is what you
get. I don’t compartmentalize as much as maybe some professionals do. I mean
I’m pretty similar in my class when I’m teaching to how I am with my friends I
mean obviously there are some differences ya know and I mean and I don’t think
everyone is like that nor should everyone anyone be like that. That’s just kind of
why I’m pretty comfortable putting myself out there and I think that on balance
there are more benefits to being public than there are risks. Not that there aren’t
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any risks cuz there are, but ya know on balance for me I think there’s more
benefits really. (T1 14)
I moved a lot and I would send emails kind of like a mass email to my friends
kind of like telling them what I was doing. I used to forward, before social media,
I used to forward articles to people all the time. I was super annoying. I was
always in their inbox, like oh did you read this New York Times article? So I
mean like I feel like I’m one of those people that when Twitter showed up and
Facebook I was one of those people who was like wow I have been doing this all
along, just using tools that were not really as good for it as these were. (T1 66)
In contrast to my first participant who made a significant change from private
online profiles to public online activities, she has always consistently shared and never
made the specific decision to be public.
I don’t know that there was any sort of conscious moment where I said “I’m
gonna do this,” it’s just kind of like that’s just how I act, that’s just how I am
(laughs) ya know? (T1 33)
She valued her publicness and personality, because she viewed it as primarily authentic
and it made her more accessible to her students.
My personality is similar I mean my teaching style is not particularly
authoritative. I mean one of the I mean I consider it a compliment but my students
will tell me, “Dr. T, you’re real up there.” You like, I can tell you’re real. I’m not
acting like what other people may see as like the role of the professor, I’m acting
like, ya know, how I am. And then I’m kind of like that on social media, you
know I’ll be like “ I’m drinking a beer and watching the Packer game.” You
know, there are some people that would be like “you just said you’re drinking a
beer on the Internet.” I mean to me its kind of like, well is it really that big of a
deal? I don’t know. I don’t. At least for me, I don’t know if all of those
boundaries that we have about what’s appropriate in different spaces really just
doesn’t resonate with me personally. (T1 39)
Similar to my first participant, she also found herself sharing and not sharing
based on a filter. In here case, she felt the need to share things that would be “funny,
interesting, or important” to her network, and did not want to appear “boring.”
I do think about the audience, although that’s sort of like a journalistic thing, less
of like a personal thing, but you know I mean I do think about like is this actually
interesting to anybody else? You know and if I feel like this is just boring or
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complete minutia like I’m not going to share it. Like it has to be funny, or
interesting, or important in some way for me to share it most of the time. You
know and that’s pretty much true of all the social networks I mean Facebook
maybe I mean for me it’s relatively public because I have a lot of students and
former students and a lot of like acquaintances but I at least have some personal
connection to them maybe I’d be a little bit more likely to share a photo of my
nieces that like I don’t sometimes I do on Twitter but its like why would anyone
care about my nieces on Twitter where its like on Facebook, yeah my family’s on
there and my closer friends who I know actually do care about my nieces. (T1
130)
A much more significant filter however, for her regarded her own spirituality.
The only other, the only thing that makes me nervous about being open, and I
kind of am oblique about it a little bit, is like I am basically a devout atheist living
in the south, and you know, I feel like that’s one of the last things that like around
here that could almost get me fired. I mean not quite that extreme, but I feel like
students could easily like start leaving terrible evaluations. I mean that’s one of
those things that, down here that’s a big deal. But, I don’t really, I don’t lie, but I
don’t necessarily share stuff.
In this case she did not share her atheism online, because she felt it might endanger her
career. My first participant felt the same in regard to his music while still working as a
lawyer, because he feared loosing his job. Later, we will see how my third participant
also censored those specific parts of herself that she felt may interrupt her career and
future plans.
Also like my first participant, she was not concerned that her publicness online
would somehow result in a threat to her safety. In regard to this general fear that she has
experienced from others, she stated.
I think some of that is just because its technological that there is all this fear that
sometimes gets blown sort of hugely out of proportion. And I guess I’m not one
of those people that really thinks, I don’t know, I just sort of think that if someone
really wants to rob me, or attack me, there are a million other ways that they can
also potentially figure that out, beyond like plotting my whereabouts on like Four
Square and Twitter. And I mean I don’t know maybe if I had a stalker or
something, or if I was like, if I was in a dark alley by myself, I probably wouldn’t
be checking in like “I’m in a dark alley, please come” I mean yeah there’s some
common sense but like most of the time like I’m at a bar, do I really think like
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fifty rapists are lined up outside the door like waiting, no. I mean I really don’t
think that’s going to happen. (T1 688)
Again, like my first participant who found it difficult at times to maintain his own
private space, she has found it difficult to manage the large network of friends that she
has developed by being public.
For me it’s more of a time management thing than it’s like, it’s not so much that
like I’m one of those people that’s like “oh social media, Facebook’s wasting my
time” it’s not just that it’s like literally I have so much stuff that there is no
possible way that I can do all of it. So it’s like… I mean I’m probably on email an
hour a day and then it’s just like, I have to get off because I can’t or otherwise this
is all I do. You know I have all these other deadlines, and I teach a class, and I
have all this work I have to do so I mean like, but I think, I mean I’m sort of on
there, I mean not that everyone else doesn’t have filter problems but I think I’m
probably on that far end of being that kind of person getting a lot of messages
from everywhere, from Twitter, from Instagram, from Facebook, from you know
email and stuff. I was getting a lot of them, so… there’s a difference between
have a few followers and have five thousand. I mean when you have five
thousand that’s five thousand people that can potentially, I mean not that they’re
all doing it, every one, but you increase the odds that someone is trying to talk to
you through one of these sites. (T2 205)
But rather than change her publicness online, which is responsible for this
exponential increase in communication demands on her, she values her publicness, and
the resulting network highly enough, that she is willing to accommodate the increased
demands, no mater the burden. This helped me to understand the value of publicness to
my participants. I also learned that their sharing influenced the external demands placed
on them and the energy required to maintain this type of online presence, which was
defined by a lack of traditional privacy settings.
Participant 3 (Piper). My third participant shared many similarities with my other
participants, but also added a unique perspective to my data collections and final analysis.
She was a 20-year-old African American female college student. Similar to my first
participant she had had periods of both public and private online profiles. But unlike both
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of my participants these changes in publicness were more an outgrowth of her changing
goals, rather than changes in her personality or her fears of career loss.
Uh, well Facebook I got it in 2007. That was the year that I moved from Georgia
to Alabama, so I wanted to keep up with my friends from high school obviously
and MySpace was becoming obsolete at that time um so I switched over to
Facebook and so I kind of used that as sort of a platform to connect to my
classmates from Georgia but also connect to my new classmates in Alabama. So
that’s kind of how I decided to make Facebook public. Um and I think with
Twitter, I was private, uh, for most of my freshman year when I first got my
Twitter account and then I think I realized that celebrities couldn’t see me unless I
was public so that’s kind of uh you know that’s kind of weird, stupid, but um so
then I became public. And then also with that, being public, people could retweet
me so that was another thing. (P1 12)
Both of my other participants had mentioned that being public had allowed them
to connect to a larger audience, but being younger than my other participants, her
adolescence matched the development of many of these social networks and she valued
the accessibility that they offered very early on.
I made it public because I knew certain people had a Facebook but I didn’t know
who else had it so making it public so what I would post on other friends’ walls,
they would see and they would say “Oh, Piper has a Facebook” and they would
add me. So that was my decision to become public on Facebook so that, I knew
people, but if I forgot somebody in the height of just moving and making new
friends and forgetting old friends, that I was still accessible to those people. (P1
38)
A unique perspective that this participant added was her desire to connect with
celebrities. She outlined how being public allowed her to connect with people she greatly
admired and who, up to that point in time, had been inaccessible to her.
P: My goal when I was a freshman when I first got a Twitter. I was like “I want a
celebrity to tweet at me, retweet me.” And it hasn’t, I don’t think it really
happened until, I want to say like my junior year. And it’s when I actually started,
I like tagged people that I followed.
P: Initially, I would tag people that I was listening to and then those people would
tweet at me and be like “oh” you know, like “thanks for the recommendation” and
it was kind of weird for me because they were kind of celebrities, but not really,
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but I was huge fans of their music. And that’s kind of how the celebrity
connections happen. And so thatMe: Can you remember the first time?
P: Ummm… I want to say it was Eric Hutchinson, because I heard, his new album
came out I think the summer before my junior year at college and I was listening
to his new album and I was like “I really need to buy his new album soon” and he
tweeted back at me and was like “yeah you totally should, smiley face” so I like
freaked out and was really excited about that. But yeah, my first Facebook sort of
celebrity, which is weird because I really didn’t try to like do it. It was Jared Lee,
he’s like a California artist. He was like, you know, “I’m going to take the first 25
questions and like answer them” and so I posted a question. I don’t even know
what number I was, I just posted a question and he like wrote on my Facebook
wall and he like answered the question I had asked him and I was like “woah
that’s so cool!” And I think that one actually happened my sophomore year at
college. So yeah there’s been a lot of celebrity interaction. And like recently, I
tweeted about Ronan Farrow and he favorited one of my tweets. And Ernie
Halter, he’s another like indie-California artists, he tweeted back at me. It was
about ukulele. I like posted a video of his ukulele cover of um, “I Can’t Make
You Love Me” and I was like, you know, “oh my gosh! Ernie Halter is amazing. I
wish I could play ukulele like him” and he was like “you totally can, you can do
it!” and I was like “this is so great!” you know?
Me: And that was on Twitter or Facebook? Twitter?
P: Yes. And so, it’s weird, but I think that’s another reason why I like Twitter a
lot is because celebrities are on there and they are interacting with fans in a way
that has really never been accessible before. So I think my interest in it initially as
a freshman was I would retweet Katie Perry and Lady Gaga like all the time like
“hopefully they will say something to me because I retweeted them.” But I think
now I kind of see it as a way for them to see like me as a fan, even if they don’t
respond, at least I know they’re see it when I’m public versus when I was private.
(P1 75)
She went on to describe how she was organized and intentional about the way she
looked at the roles that her blog, Twitter, and Facebook played as she managed her online
presence.
I kind of started using Twitter more as sort of a me being funny and using and
also my blog at the time I kind of started that again so I used Twitter a lot to
promote my blog and things like that so that’s kind of how I decided to be public
on Twitter. And then my blog, I just kind of um. It’s kind of an outlet. It’s not
really a diary but it’s more of an outlet that I talk about issues that, sort of feminist
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issues but also issues that, personal issues that I have in my personal life. Kind of
with the goal of helping other people. So that’s kind of how my blog became sort
of public in that way. (P1 12)
I try not to let my different social media sites interact, except for my blog.
Recently on Facebook I posted a link to my Twitter which I really don’t like to do
because I think of myself as, those are very different outlets. I think of Facebook
as sort of like keeping up with people, and then Twitter is kind of more of my “me
being funny” and interacting with people more intimately than on Facebook. I
think Facebook is much more public for me and Twitter is more private in terms
of interacting with other people. (P1 154)
Similar to my other participants decisions about what they share online and how
that effects their network, my third participant often shared things that she felt would be
entertaining or interesting to her friends.
I do a lot, a do a lot more posting of things I read on Facebook than I do actually
sharing my life, so I guess that’s kind of become more similar to my blog in that
extent but I think it’s more links to things that I uh think that are really interesting.
Most recently, I’m really interested in Thought Catalogue. I read it almost every
day so I post a lot of Thought Catalogue that I’m interested in that I think people
I’m friends with on Facebook might enjoy. Occasionally, I’ll post a status about
something that I think is funny or ask them a question about random things. (P1
435)
She spoke more specifically regarding her desire to present a uniquely “funny” identity
online by stating.
I do try to make the next one more funny, especially my Twitter. I feel like I
constantly have to be funny because 140 characters and everybody is tweeting so
I kind of have to stand out in my tweets. (P1 547)
More than any of my other participants, she spoke at length regarding the
opportunities to influence social change by being public.
I feel like if you’re involved in sort of social consciousness in anyway, that’s sort
of what your goal is: to be public so that people can see what you’re posting and
they can support it. Um, so I know a lot of my friends that are involved in… and
also I feel like if you’re involved in media in general. I have a lot of friends,
especially my friends at Morehouse, and they are involved in their newspaper
there that are also very public, um including Twitter, and they have a blog as well.
So I think that they’re trying to, and once again kind of continue that dialogue
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between people. So once again, if you’re kind of interested in sort of having those
discussions, philosophical debates, what have it, I think that those motivations
sort of lead people to be public. (P1 405)
I still have that idea of wanting to reach people in discussion. Um, not so much on
Facebook. I mean Facebook, it turns out to be that way sometimes, um but I think
that there’s some sort of underlying idea that I want to introduce people to new
things and make people think about things. (P1 432)
Finally, like my other participants, she discussed how she manages the impression
that she presents online, because she fears negative outcomes regarding her future career
goals. This more than any other area, was why my participant altered what they shared
online.
I’ve started censoring myself a lot more, just in the past like year, because of like
graduate schools and people looking at me and so there was a little bit of that
going on before this but I think now I’m like “should I really tweet that? Do I
really need to put that on my Facebook?” and I think that’s, like I said I’ve been
doing that for kind of like the past year but since this, I’ve just kind of been like
more conscious of “do I really need to put that? Is it really consistent with my
values?” and that’s just a struggle that I’ve had for awhile so, I would say that
that’s like a consistent thing but that this helped, this contributed to what I’m
already doing in terms of censoring myself from, well not really censoring myself
but just thinking about the messages that I’m putting out there for people to
receive. (P2 770)
While each of my participants had unique and similar motivations to initially be
public and then maintain their publicness online, they also described moments in which
they took action to maintain their own privacy. In the following sections I will describe
the additional methods of data collection that I used complete my case study.
Secondary Methods
Online E-Observations. As a means of looking at participants’ experience from
another perspective and being more creative in my data collection (Creswell, 2007;
Thomas, 2009), I included participants’ publicly shared online posting from their blogs,
Facebook, and Twitter accounts from the previous month beginning on the day of our
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first interview and counting 30 consecutive days in the past. This included the date, time,
and content of each specific posting they shared (written language, videos, links, and
images). To do this, I copied each participant’s postings to a single Microsoft Word
document labeled with the participants initials and placed that file in a folder on my
computer delegated for that participant’s collected data. These e-observations created a
huge amount of data. Adam’s e-observations consisted of 116 pages and 3,088 lines. Dr.
T’s e-observations consisted of 81 pages and 2,145 lines. Piper’s e-observations consisted
of 19 pages and 601 lines. In total 216 pages and 5,834 lines of e-observations were
collected. In analyzing these data it became clear that much of what was collected was
sharing from other users, who were not my participants, and who were not necessarily
public. I learned a great deal about the sharing that my participants had done for thirty
days, but I knew little about how these interactions pertained to my three research
questions. For instance, none of the observations mentioned a participant’s publicness;
nowhere did my participants discuss why they maintained publicness online; and I knew
only a fraction of what my participants must have negotiated online in their interactions
with others, about their lived experience, and how their publicness affected their lives on
and offline. Thus, I determined that my second interview would be used to fill in these
gaps. For example, I took excerpts from a participant’s Twitter account into the second
interview and asked her about the act of tweeting. In reading her tweet, “Nothing better
than starting a road trip with a cinnamon toast crunch bagel from Panera. Officially 262
pound,” I asked her to reflect on that moment. My participant then stated:
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It was just like a moment but I felt like that described my morning, so I was just
like, “people might… I don’t know… think it’s cool that I’m here?” and so
actually one of my friends favorited my tweet and then was like “oh my gosh
that’s so great” and another friend responded and said “oh my gosh those bagels
are so good.” (P2 284)
I followed up by asking the following.
Me: It sounds like why I post and why other participants post. So here’s another
one: “officially caught up on all my shows, well except for Glee and New Girl,
but nine hours of Hulu and Netflix is more than enough for one day.” (Piper
laughs) Right? So again, tell me about your day. What was your experience? Sort
of like this “so this is what I’m doing, and I’m tweeting this?” (P2 299)
In another example, I asked different participant to describe an interaction he had had on
Facebook by stating:
Me: So this is from Facebook. I don’t know when this was, but, oh no I do. This is
from November. And I think you may remember what song he’s talking about,
but this person, uhhh… it was a certain post on Facebook, just tons of people just
doing this: saying “thank you for the song, it changed my life.” So there’s this
guy, oh my gosh it’s such a long comment. That’s what I find interesting there at
the end because he kind of calls himself out, but he says… um… “seems good a
time as any to do this. You’ve been a constant… you’ve been on constant rotation
since I downloaded most of your stuff about a year ago. Various songs have hit
home at various times. ‘Bipolar’ got me through this past February, which I can
say without hesitation was the worst month of my twenty years of life on this
planet” I mean talk about deep… (Adam laughs). “’Infinity Gems’ is the second
most played on my iTunes library and my buddy Ryan and I listen to it around
twenty times on the way to and from HeroesCon this year. Hell, the new version
of ‘June’ has been the soundtrack to the last week of my life since I’ve finally met
a girl I’m into. I’ve got nine hours of Adam on my computer. They pale in
comparison to another.” Um, he goes on, kind of just continuing to do this, and in
the end, so I guess there’s two parts to this, you know. What’s that like? And in
the end, he kind of edits himself (Adam laughs) “Sorry for the long comment.”
(A2 483)
Thus, I used data collected from e-observations to inform my second round of interviews,
but they were not included in my main process of analysis.
Participant Observation and the Personal Research Journal. Qualitative
research places the researcher in the center of the data generation process. The researcher
is the tool of data collection and therefore cannot completely remove personal bias.
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Hence, instead of trying to remain objective and remove bias, the qualitative researcher
recognizes their bias, personal opinions and sociocultural positioning, or their
subjectivities, before, during and throughout the research process (Kanouse, 2009). Thus,
as part of my data collection and ongoing research, analysis, and writing process, I
participated in using social media to live more publicly. As I did so, I kept a digital
written journal in the form of a blog. It contained my written impressions during my
research journey and also some pictures that I took along the way. The research journal
blog a place to record my reactions, mistakes, ideas, and epiphanies throughout the
research process in both written picture form. It allowed me to monitor the intersection
and interaction of my dual roles as a social media user and researcher. My blog was
publicly accessible and anyone that was interested could view. I typically shared each
post on Facebook and Google+. My hope in doing so was to facilitate conversation with
others online regarding my experiences, stimulate my own thoughts, and at the same time
experience publicness personally. Overall, I did not experience a lot of interaction while
blogging, but I did receive a few encouraging comments from friends and family and
many “likes” on Facebook.
Analysis
Since my research was influenced by social constructionism (Burr, 1995) and the
“narrative turn” (Riessman & Speedy, 2007), I conducted my analysis in many different
rounds following the model laid out by Thomas (2011). This took shape as soon as I
began doing interviews and writing in my research journal. As I collected data, I also
began analyzing and interpreting the data simultaneously during the research process.

67

All of my writings, transcripts and artifacts were collected and organized in
electronic form on my computer. Interview transcripts were labeled with participant
initials and the date of contact. I also created and printed 18 separate documents during
my process of analysis, which were stored and organized in file folders, and one large
manila envelope. The interviews were transcribed and each document was given line
numbers so that during analysis, original data could be identified and contextualized.
After this was done, I begin to read and reread these materials in six stages. These stages
resulted in a refined set of dialogue from each of my six interviews that are arranged
around each of my three research questions. Within each grouping of dialogue excerpts
are subgroupings of themes that I found that addressed a unique finding as it pertained to
the greater research question. My six stages of analysis were as follows.
Stage 1. I read through each interview on my computer and highlighted the
portions of the transcript that I thought addressed some portion of my research.
Stage 2. I printed each interview transcript with my highlighting and read them,
while trying to identify which interview excerpts fit which specific research question. I
did this by circling and underlining those parts of the text that stood out to me. In the
right-hand margin I wrote words from that specific line that I thought captured the
essence of the line. This was similar to open coding used in grounded theory work
(Corbin & Strauss, 1990). I also indicated with a 1, 2, or 3 which research question might
have been addressed by that particular content. These printed interview transcripts were
paper clipped together and kept in my large manila envelope.
Stage 3. I then took those paragraphs of transcript from each of the six interviews
and created new documents for each of my three research questions. I reread these
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documents and carried out a second round of line-by-line coding (Corbin & Strauss,
1990). I also circled the word in the transcript in blue ink to make finding the codes in
context faster and easier. I also made comments to myself in the margins and between
paragraphs in red ink. This allowed me to keep track of my thoughts and reflect on the
coding process as I went. My effort in this stage was to begin to identify general
categories within the data pertaining to each of my research questions.
In order to keep track of where each paragraph came from in my original data, the
paragraph was tagged with the first initial of each participant, the interview number, and
the line number where the excerpt began. This tag was contained in parentheses. An
example looked like this (T1 206). “T” indicates the first initial of my participant, “1”
indicates the participant’s first interview, and “206” indicates the first line on which the
excerpt began. These tags remained with each excerpt through the remaining stages of
analysis and can be seen in my final transcript.
This stage was unique because I employed two separate websites to help me
conceptualize my data in this middle stage. These two websites were Wordle.net and
Wordcounter.net. The first thing I did was to take all of my line-by-line codes and copied
them into a separate document. This way I was able to take this long list of codes and use
Wordle.net to create a “word cloud” which represented my line codes visually. Word
clouds produce a visual representation of word data, and arrange each word by size,
according to how many times that word occurred in the text (Grant et al., 2010). This was
helpful, because I was able to quickly see the line codes that occurred most frequently,
because they were the largest. This helped me begin to conceptualize which categories
might be formed within my data and research questions. For instance the largest code that
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appeared for my first research question was “people.” The largest for my second question
was “friends,” and for my third was “personal.” Having these word-clouds made me
curious to see which words occurred most frequently in my research question documents,
so I used wordcounter.net to count the occurrence of each word in my stage three
documents. This was useful to me because it helped to give my direct knowledge of my
data, but I felt that it had less practical utility, because it counted the most frequently used
words in common conversation like “don’t, because, and like.” While the knowledge I
gained from Wordle.net and Wordcounter.net informed the rest of my analysis, none of
the specific words were used to identify further categories during my analysis process.
Instead, I used the line codes to gather similar excerpts together to begin my next stage of
analysis. All of the documents in this stage including the word clouds, and three research
question documents were kept in three research question file folders. These folders were
added to my manila envelope.
Stage 4. My effort in this stage was to solidify and organize categories of data for
each research question. I did this by creating new documents where I placed paragraphs
into rough categories, based on the correlation of my line codes and the research
question. For example the line code “openness to everything” helped me place that
paragraph in a category that discussed the spectrum of users publicness in my first
research question document. This required me to reread my data, categorize it, rearrange
pieces, and cut excerpts that did not address my research questions. To help in this
process, I printed these three documents and made comments in the margins. In this
process I constantly consulted my research questions in order to consolidate and
conceptualize my findings. At the conclusion of this stage I had identified categories of
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data that addressed each of my research questions, and the greater themes within my data
had begun to emerge. I added these three documents to my manila envelope.
Stage 5. I took the three documents created in the last stage and outlined them in
three new documents, one for each research question. My outlines contained a summary
of each interview excerpt and my own interpretation of what that particular piece of data
adds to my knowledge of the category. I also began writing about the greater themes that
had emerged from the analysis process for each of my research questions. All of these
writings made up my outlines for each question. I then printed the outlines and reread
them, commenting in the margins, rearranging, cutting again, and finally consolidating
and naming each category. These documents were added to my manila envelope.
Stage 6. In this stage I carried out my last reading of my data, and wrote my
findings chapter. This involved referencing my annotated outlines, original transcripts,
and notes to express categories of data found as they related to each research question
and the greater themes that these categories illuminated (Corbin & Strauss, 1990). I was
left with a structure of themes. Within these themes were supporting categories, which
were, in turn, made up of subcategories. In essence, each subcategory identified a section,
or sections of original data from one of my six participant interviews.
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Representation
My traditional representation is organized around each of my three research
questions. Within each research question, an overarching theme is described, and
followed by categories and supporting data from the interview transcripts. I also show
how line-by-line codes led to the formation of categories and later the larger themes
(Corbin & Strauss, 1990). The word clouds that I used to inform my analyses are also
included as part of this representation.
Trustworthiness
In qualitative research, the researcher acts as the research instrument. Hence, all
notes, data, analysis, and interpretations are filtered and viewed through the researcher’s
lens. Traditionally, research paradigms have sought to understand their subject in a
manner that is objective, valid, and reliable. Further, investigators have often been judged
upon the generalizability of both their methods and results. Qualitative research instead
focuses on trustworthiness, credibility, and transferability. This is because qualitative
researchers understand that the entire research process, beginning with the formation of
research questions, choice of methodology, data collection, and analysis, are all governed
and articulated through the subjectivities of the researcher. In this way, qualitative
research is a creative process (Janesick, 2001) that strives to uncover a well-rounded,
richer, more balanced understanding of the subject by viewing it from several separate
angles (Thomas, 2011). This view of the inquiry process illuminates the qualitative
researcher’s view of knowledge. Specifically we regard qualitative inquiry as a fluid
process, or co-construction of knowledge. One of the ways in which this co-construction
is made manifest is through the process of ‘member checks,’ which ask the participant for
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feedback, after being interviewed, regarding their data representations. By so doing the
co-construction of knowledge is manifested, and the trustworthiness of the data is
increased. This process replaces the traditional focus on triangulation as a means of
identifying true knowledge. Instead, qualitative inquiry strives for crystallization, which
is a term used to describe the process of deriving knowledge from many complex and
coexisting angles. This process of crystallization then is able to illuminate knowledge
which is also ‘valid,’ (Richardson, 2000).
Transferability
Since the beginning of social inquiry, there have been two broad schools of
thought regarding the purpose and process of scientific inquiry. On one side of the
argument, traditional inquiry argues that an investigator should collect a great deal of data
on an issue and then generalize ‘Truth’ from it, while constructionists and postmodernists
argue that certain questions are more suited to learning from a specific example and deny
the existence of a pre-existing or emergent ‘Truth’ (Burr, 2001). Both of these groups
have legitimate rationale and justification for each line of thought; however, these
disparate positions have emerged from different kinds of knowledge claims
(Polkinghorne, 2007). It is also important to recognize those methodologies that fit each
school of thought and not get them mixed up. Therefore, the purpose of the case study
was to investigate one issue in great detail from a number of different perspectives.
Hence, it is impossible to generalize from the results of my case study (Thomas, 2011).
For these reasons, there was no attempt to generalize the findings of this case study to a
broader population. Rather than attempting to obtain data that will represent the majority,
my desire was to obtain data that can be transferred to other like circumstances. Thus, it
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could be said that the aforementioned school of thought interested in generalization,
seeks to generalize, in hopes of deriving theory. On the other hand, this case study was
interested in Aristotle’s notion of phronesis or tacit knowledge. Simply put, phronesis,
describes understanding a behavior in particular situations. It is through this
understanding that the case study expresses its validity, because it is through the
connection that the reader makes between their own experiences and the experiences
represented in the data, that phronesis emerges (Thomas, 2011). Having said that, the
interpretation, validity, and transferability of this study will be determined by the reader.
Therefore, the context of data collected will be represented so that the reader can make
interpretations and gauge how well the research is applicable to their own unique life
experience.
The results of this study are most transferable to other users of social media,
particularly those users who are involved in multiple forms of social media in order to
live more publicly or connect to a larger audience. The results of this study also
illuminate the positive and negative impacts of sharing personal information online. This
information can help counselors and psychologists better understand how the use of
social media impacts their clients. This research may also prompt further changes in their
counseling, research, and advocacy efforts.
Subjectivity
While I documented my subjectivities during my research on the aforementioned
blog, it was relevant for me to also explore my subjectivities before entering the field.
Therefore, in the following paragraphs I will outline who I am as a researcher and what
impact my bias had on the research that I carried out. This includes a discussion of my
74

earliest personal experience of publicness as well as my familial and cultural background
in regard to being in public. I will also discuss my own experience with Social Media.
As a researcher I am a social media enthusiast and early adopter. Where others
might look upon online social networks or other manifestations of digital culture with
disgust or wonder, I on the other hand, am eager to jump in, albeit sometimes tentatively,
rather than stand idly by as an observer. But my current view of publicness and digital
culture have not always been so obvious. In fact, for a long time, I would have avoided
all types of publicness.
Growing up in a big family, I am the oldest of six children, it was always a little
embarrassing for me to be in public. I had five brothers and a sister and so it seemed to
me that we didn’t exactly leave any quiet in the room. At movies, the zoo, parks, and in
other public spaces I was always self-conscious because of the size of my family. I felt
vulnerable and constantly scared that someone from school might see me and have a
reason to make fun of me. I guess I grew up with a lot of the same social conventions as
other people I knew. I grew up learning that it was socially inappropriate to talk about
how much money my dad made, or what I had been taught in Sunday School. I also grew
up thinking that other people didn’t want to know if I was having a particularly good day
or if I was having a particularly bad day. People around me were embarrassed if they got
awards, I remember going to the front of the room during a school assembly in 5th grade
because I had won1st prize for a science fair project. I was a little proud, but the most
salient emotion I can remember is a feeling of dread and embarrassment. I didn’t want to
stand out from the crowd or want people to know how honestly excited I was to get this
type of award, or even how cool it had been to raise chickens from eggs in an incubator
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in my own room, or how I had watched them all hatch. No way, did I want that public!
On another occasion I can remember hiding my birthday from my class. If it was
somebody’s birthday it was sort of a secret. The only reason anyone knew it was their
birthday was because their mom brought cupcakes at lunchtime. That is why I refused to
have my mom bring anything to school for my birthday. So, from a young age I was
uncomfortable being in public, because I feared the reactions of others and the negative
appraisal that was sure to follow.
Reflecting on how I felt then, I think a lot of people felt the same way I did. Not
all of them refused to have their mom bring cupcakes for their birthday, but a lot of them
felt uncomfortable walking up to receive their participation certificate in front of the
entire school. In the same way, most of them didn’t talk about how much money they
made, how many presents they got for the holidays or their birthday. As a kid, being
public was not a desirable characteristic. If you were unique in some way smart, dumb,
pretty, or ugly you were fodder for public humiliation. It was much safer to simply blend
in and stay out of public.
Fast forward to 2007 when I joined Facebook. It was the first online social
network that I would join but not the last. I joined because I wanted to keep track of
family members. My wife and brothers had accounts, and I was interested to see what
they were doing. Most of my early interactions on Facebook involved posting and
commenting on family pictures. I joined Twitter in September, 2007, because I wanted an
easy way to communicate with classmates in graduate school in an instantaneous way.
That was before Facebook or Gmail, had incorporated chat, or instant messaging
services. At the time, I knew that Twitter was public and I only was “friending” people I
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knew on Facebook, so I never stopped to even consider my own publicness. For me at the
time, social media was an easy, convenient, and fun way to communicate with friends.
On Thursday, September 9, 2009 my wife and I began our first blog, and it was
the first time I can remember considering being public. It was a box you had to check or
not. You could choose to make your blog searchable by Internet search engines like
Google, or Yahoo, or make it private, unsearchable, and require a password to view the
site. We decided to make it public, because we wanted it to be as easy to access as
possible for our technology phobic family and friends. We also knew that by doing so it
would mean that anyone else in the world would also be able to read about what we had
for dessert, or view the pictures of us or our children, but we wanted our loved ones to
read it without having to jump through hoops. The benefits of publicness, outweighed the
hassle of privacy. Since then, we have maintained our blog at
www.courtneyandjay.blogspot.com.
In comparison to some of my friends, family members and colleagues, I do live a
more visible life. Now, I am searchable on Google, Facebook, and Twitter. It’s easy to
find me. A quick Google search brings up several pages of links to my accounts on
various services. I currently have accounts on most of the most popular social networks
and sites. I am Jay Brooksby on Facebook, Linkedin, Google+, and @jaybrooksby on
Twitter. Rather than lock down all potential occurrences of my name, I have chosen the
opposite. I have done so because I feel that there is value in being accessible to others and
by doing so, I am more visible. Therefore, my tendency while doing this research was to
view publicness more positively than negatively, and I attempted to recognize both the
positive and negative experiences of my participants.
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Timeline of Completion
I proposed this research to my dissertation committee in May of 2012 and began
recruitment after getting Institutional Review Board approval in August of 2012. I
interviewed my first two participants in November and December of 2012, and my last
participant in April of 2013, when I completed conducting data collection, including
interviews, and e-observations. I finished data analysis in January of 2014.
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Chapter 4
Findings
This chapter will document and describe the constructions that social media users
see as viable options for representing self in public domains, how these constructions are
disseminated, maintained and reinforced, and how users of social media negotiate these
constructions within their public and private lives. The data included in this chapter came
from transcribed semi-structured interviews with three public users of social media,
living in the Mid-South. As I described at length in Chapter 3, these findings are the
result of six stages of analysis in which I read and reread the data, using a constant
comparative method (Thomas, 2011) while also utilizing open coding (Corbin & Strauss,
1990) in two stages. Part of this method included using Wordle.net to create “word
clouds.” This helped me to map my open codes visually, and identify early forms of the
categories described below. The word clouds were created using all of the open codes
identified in Stage 3 of my analysis. They are shown here in Figures 2, 3, and 4.

Figure 2. Research Question 1 Code Wordle.
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Figure 3. Research Question 2 Code Wordle.

Figure 4. Research Question 3 Code Wordle.
Outline of Findings
To familiarize and contextualize the body of my data for the reader, it will be
useful to see an outline of my findings. Research questions are identified by Roman
numerals. Themes are identified by capital letters. Categories and subcategories are
identified by Arabic numerals and lowercase letters.
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I.

Question 1: What are the constructions that social media users see as viable
options for representing self in public domains?
A. Users choose to be public online because they either see it as a natural
outgrowth of their personality and life offline, or they view it as the only
means to achieve their goals.
1. Naturals.
a. Extension of their personality
b. Occurs without conscious thought
c. Publicness is easy
2. Requireds.
a. Reaching an audience requires public profiles
b. Interacting with others requires public profiles

II.

Question 2: How are these constructions disseminated, maintained, and reinforced
through their use of social media?
A. Users representing differing constructions of publicness all experience
similar benefits that reinforce their openness online.
1. Making Friends.
a. Publicness increases a sense of knowing others
b. Publicness increases the initiation of compliments
c. Publicness broadcasts user’s need for connection
d. Publicness helps users keep track of friends
2. Convenient Communication.
a. Publicness makes it easy to communicate within social
media
b. It’s difficult to communicate with others outside of social
media
3. Conversation.
a. Publicness allows users to take part in ongoing
conversations
b. Publicness makes it possible to bring awareness to others
c. Conversation enriches friendships online
4. The Network.
a. Publicness gives access to networks, regardless of location
b. Networks are found through public participation
5. Celebrity Connections.
a. Publicness increases visibility to others, including
celebrities
b. Interacting with celebrities online makes them seem more
like regular people
c. Being public allows users to seek out connections with
celebrities

III.

Question 3: How do users of social media negotiate these constructions of
publicness within their public and private lives?
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A. Users who embody both constructions of publicness online recognize that
their publicness can have negative impacts on their lives and they make
efforts to minimize these negative effects and cope with the results.
1. Being Vulnerable
a. Publicness allows others to learn about me
b. Publicness scares me because I feel vulnerable
2. Filtering Harmful or Hurtful Content.
a. Public users restrict information that could affect their job
b. Public users avoid sharing that will hurt others
3. Maintaining Their Identity.
a. Public users want to be meaningful to others
b. Public users avoid sharing that is inconsistent with their
values
c. Public users embrace and share their informal selves
d. Public users must defend their online identity offline
4. Little Privacy
a. Publicness increases demand for communication
b. Publicness increases communication interruptions by
strangers
c. Public users change online behavior to preserve privacy if
desired
d. Public users accept the limits of publicness
5. Negative Reaction of Others.
a. Users’ publicness can be criticized for being insignificant
b. Public users modulate the number of posts that they share
c. Public users feel that some forms of social media limit
communication
d. Public users avoid taking others’ negative reactions too
personally
Next, I will present my findings oriented to each of my three themes.
Theme 1
Users choose to be public online because they either see it as a natural outgrowth of their
personality and life offline, or they view it as the only means to achieve their goals.
I was curious to find out when or how my participants decided to be public. As I
talked with my participants they discussed how they came to the decision to be public
and why they have public profiles online. As I interviewed my participants, I found two
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dominant constructions or “reasons” for being public. For the purpose of identifying
these constructions, I named these two categories, Naturals and Requireds. In the
following paragraphs I will discuss each construction and show supporting data.
Naturals. For the “Naturals,” living publicly online is a natural outgrowth of their
personality. They never made a conscious decision to go public; it was just their default
as they set up their various social media profiles. In other words, it was “normal” for
them to share everything with others. This is the way they already live their life offline.
This category is made up of three subcategories: Extension of their personality, Occurs
without conscious thought, and Publicness is easy.
Extension of their personality.
I think that is just part of my personality. I’m not, I don’t think I’ve ever been
a particularly private person. I think I’m also kind of what you see is what you
get. (T1 14)
I think it was really natural I was that person that would send, like I moved a lot,
and I would send emails, kind of like a mass email to my friends. Kind of like
telling them what I was doing. I used to forward, before social media, I used to
forward articles to people all the time. I was super annoying. I was always in their
inbox, like “oh did you read this New York Times article?” So I mean like I feel
like I’m one of those people that when twitter showed up and Facebook, I
was one of those people who was like, “wow I have been doing this all along”
just using tools that were not really as good for it as they were. So I mean I
think there was always, and I mean, I’m a journalist so journalists always do sort
of have a, we share information with the public and that’s part of what we do with
our job. We gather stuff and we give it to people so I think that’s also part of it.
We’re naturally, I mean that’s what we do. (T1 66)
For me it’s a personality thing. It just comes kind of naturally to me. I think I
was telling you last time, I would share articles with my friends on email, which
was much less convenient. So for me the behavior is the same, I'm just using a
different tool to do it. So it would surprise me if, maybe I’ll be using a different
social network (in the future) but it would surprise me if I wasn’t sort of doing
similar stuff. (T2 235)
Occurs without conscious thought.
I don’t know because I think for me there wasn’t any sort of one moment that I
decided to do that. I think it’s just sort of ingrained with me and how I sort of do
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these things you know I mean I guess particularly with twitter for me is an even
more public tool cuz it’s basically open where anybody, even people I don’t know
can follow me and I mean on Facebook I’m public but usually I at least have to
have some idea like of who you are before I like accept a friend request um but on
all the others I mean I’m pretty much wide open so I mean yeah I don’t think it
was really I don’t know that there was any sort of conscious moment where I
said “I’m gonna do this,” it’s just kind of like that’s just how I act, that’s just
how I am (laughs) ya know? (T1 27)
Participants also described how publicness was easier than “manufacturing” an
online persona to preserve privacy. One of my participants said he was “too lazy” to be
private. When they see others utilizing two separate Twitter accounts, for instance, for the
purpose of maintaining privacy on one, and sharing publicly on the second, they say they
don’t have the attention span for that.
Publicness is easy.
I’m too lazy to be private and to lazy to have an alter ego that separates who I
am from online because, like me and my friends, we do a web comic. I don’t do a
web comic they do a web comic, but we all do stuff. Like we work intensively
online. We know a lot of people who we meet in real life after knowing them
online, and they’re totally different people often times. Like less social, or
more awkward. Just totally different people, and with us it’s just like we don’t get
that, because we’re exactly the same as we are in our twitter feed, as we are if
you’re sitting next to us at a bar, because we’re just too lazy. I guess to just be to
try and manufacture this persona and I think it’s always kind of been that
way. (A1 114)
I think that’s why I don’t care about privacy because I’m ok with presenting my
persona online because its just a direct extension of myself, and I don’t know
if I’m like a social person I don’t talk to strangers at a bus stop, but if I’m at a
party I can talk to a stranger (A1 126)
There are a lot of people who have like, their band Twitter and then they have
their personal Twitter, and I’m always like “that is so stupid” because A, I don’t
have the attention span to keep up two Twitters, and B, I think people like the
fact that I use that to promote my music and then at the same time complain about
how long the line is at the post office or my Instagram pictures of oysters that I
ate, or something like that. Like, because that’s what I want from somebody. Like
I want a really famous musician that I follow to also tell me what he’s eating
because I think that’s really interesting or to just complain or to be like “I’m
playing BioShock”, you know, like I think that’s cool and so it’s like you can
kind of make it, you can kind of make this public space your personal space if you
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don’t kind of care that other people can see it and I kind of am a big believer in
the fact that like, if they don’t like my politics or if they don’t like what I tweet
about, they can unfollow me and it won’t be a big deal. (A2 719)
Requireds. In the data I identified that there are also users who feel that they
must be public and open to achieve their personal goals. Unlike the Naturals, these
Requireds are users whose natural instinct is to preserve their own privacy, rather than
share with others. However, they believe that the benefits of sharing more online
outweigh their preference for privacy. For instance, one participant who is a musician
finds it more successful to fundraise online if fans “know” him. A second participant who
is a social advocate feels that she can reach a larger audience and influence if she is
public. The data also showed that these users were unable to participate in public
conversations without being public themselves. This category is made up of two
subcategories: Reaching an audience requires public profiles and Interacting with others
requires public profiles.
Reaching an audience requires public profiles.
I started doing music online as a hobby and at first I used to keep my social media
very separate from me for very obvious reasons, cuz um I didn’t want my
employers to find out, or I didn’t want my name to be like googleable for future,
you know, like possible employment interviews where they Google you and stuff.
So I used to keep it pretty private and after working for three years to do
music full time I kind of merged everything together to be pretty public
because a big part of my personal narrative as an artist was that I quit. There
were a lot of people who followed me from a very grassroots beginning. I quit my
job and so I had to be like, “shoot this is who I am and this is what I’m doing,”
because that was a way to directly engage kind of with the audience that I
had. When it first started up full time there was a big push, promotional push to
sell that narrative cuz it is interesting. (A1 12)
I’m broke or struggling as a musician, and I need this to be able to keep doing
this, and I did this for the past two years, and I raised a certain amount, and since
then I raised something like 400 percent of that first year just on strict donations.
So like being open and public and letting people know what you’re doing,
and you know, if you’ve had a bad day it adds to the personability of being
an artist. Which is kind of the only way you can do it now. (A1 48)
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I feel like if you’re involved in sort of social consciousness in anyway, that’s
sort of what your goal is: to be public so that people can see what you’re
posting and they can support it. Um, so I know a lot of my friends that are
involved in… and also I feel like if you’re involved in media in general. I have a
lot of friends, especially my friends at Morehouse, and they are involved in their
newspaper there, that are also very public, including Twitter, and they have a blog
as well. So I think that they’re trying too, and once again kind of continue that
dialogue between people. So once again, if you’re kind of interested in sort of
having those discussions, philosophical debates, what have it, I think that
those motivations sort of lead people to be public. (P1 405)
Interacting with others requires public profiles.
I think Twitter was the first place I learned about it, (being public) because I
think for Facebook everything was still pretty much private until, I want to say
like, I want to say my junior year when they added timeline and you can make
certain posts private and certain posts public, but I think yeah, Twitter when I
created it, from the get-go there was this private or public option. And I think
initially I was private on Twitter, and so I think that sort of realizing that
celebrities were public also kind of was like “oh well it makes sense that
they’re public. I’m just a loser I don’t need to be public,” but then realizing
that if I actually wanted to interact with people, I should probably be public.
(P1 417)
The first objective of this research was to describe a specific population of social
media users; those that intentionally established public profiles online with minimal or no
privacy settings. My participants all fell into this subgroup, but it became apparent that
there was a division among them that separated them into two main categories; those that
are inherently public and those that are only public because their online environment and
goals demand it. For me, I was surprised to find such a simple division among my
participants. I had seen publicness as something that had profound implications on a
person, and that one would therefore have a more intricate path to publicness. Instead, the
evidence shows users who choose to eschew traditional privacy settings, appear to be
constructing an idea of publicness that is simpler, and less frightening than previous
generations.
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Theme 2
Users representing differing constructions of publicness all experience similar benefits
that reinforce their openness online.
Initially when I formed this research question, I anticipated that my participants
would describe their publicness in a variety of ways. I thought this question would elicit
stories and descriptions of how others influenced them to be public, or how they first
heard about the idea of “publicness,” and that would follow with data regarding reasons
they continued to maintain these constructions, and later those things that reinforced
publicness. However, the research took a bit of a different path because my participants
did not have these stories. For them, their choices for being public were more
straightforward. They were either naturally public people, or they found some reason that
required it. Thus this question became focused on those ways in which they found their
publicness positively reinforced. My second research question elicited the following
findings. They are organized into five main categories: Making Friends, It’s Convenient,
Conversation, The Network, and Celebrity Connections.
Making Friends. One of the most often reported reasons for maintaining publicly
accessible social media profiles online was the ease of making friends. Being public
allows people to connect to others that they would not normally be able to, because their
activity online can be viewed by anyone, and anyone can search and contact them.
Whereas, if they were private, someone would have to know them and be friends with
them first before they could communicate with them in any way. Since my participants
are accustomed to communication with new acquaintances online, these connections
often develop into face-to-face friendships that they value greatly. One participant also
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found that her publicness online made it easier to maintain friendships as she moved from
place to place. This category is made up of four subcategories: Publicness increases a
sense of knowing others, Publicness increases the initiation of compliments, Publicness
broadcasts user’s need for connection, and Publicness helps users keep track of friends.
Publicness increases a sense of knowing others.
I think it really helps it helps connect you to others. I think I have made, I tell
my students all the time cuz they just don’t believe me, but I have met so many
people that I only know from the internet… He’s a friend of mine now, he’s a
professor at Mole State, he teaches journalism, and I mean we talked on the
internet and he was passing through town on a road trip and he came and stayed
overnight at my house. My students are like “aren’t you afraid he’s going to cut
you up in little pieces in the freezer?” and I’m like “not really cuz I kinda know” I
mean and for this guy, it would have to be kind of elaborate for this guy to
fake his entire kind of Mole State journalism web-presence. (T1 222)
Yeah, yeah. I mean that continues and that happens a lot. I mean it just happened
to me, um, there’s a guy who like lives here that I’ve been following almost since
I started living here and I had just met him at this entrepreneurial thing and it was
really funny because I call him Gabe, and I think his name is Bill, but that’s his
Twitter name “Gabe123” so that’s just what I call him all the time and it’s
hilarious. And I do kind of feel like I know him from following him online, but
I mean that happens, it really happens a lot. And he’s not even in my, like, field or
anything. He just happens to be someone who I followed because he was talking
about like oh, you know, something nearby, I thought that was cool. And I do feel
like I have a connection with him or whatever that I wouldn’t have had with
some random person that I would have met. So yeah. It’s kind of amazing to
me when that happens. When you start using these things you’re like “no, that
would never” and then you start and you’re like “oh yeah, actually happens a lot”.
(T2 312)
Publicness increases the initiation of compliments.
I had some friends who made web comics through them I read other web comics I
liked their stuff so I would follow them on twitter and tweet at them and be like
hey I really like you’re stuff and then they would be oh like thanks or don’t
you know blah blah blah and then we would talk and now we’re friends (A1
181)
Publicness broadcasts user’s need for connection.
There have been instances where I have toured around where I have only talked to
people on twitter and I’d be like, “I need a place to crash” and then I’d meet
them for the first time and crash with them and we’re still friends to this day
and I’ll talk to them on the phone or email them or stuff like that and I think
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that everyone has that top layer of I shouldn’t be doing this, this is not what
normal people do. (A1 404)
Publicness helps users keep track of friends.
I made it public because I knew certain people had a Facebook but I didn’t know
who else had it so making it public so what I would post on other friends’
walls, they would see and they would say “Oh, Piper has a Facebook” and
they would add me. So that was my decision to become public on Facebook so
that, I knew people, but if I forgot somebody in the height of just moving and
making new friends and forgetting old friends, that I was still accessible to those
people. (P1 39)
Convenient Communication. Public profiles make it easy to communicate with
others through increased accessibility. Participants discussed how easy it is to passively
send a message to any and all contacts they might have in a city. For one participant this
is particularly attractive because she has contacts across many separate social circles. To
get a message to everyone she knows, it is as simple as posting one message or tweet,
rather than sending out individual text messages to multiple friends. This convenience is
highlighted by one participant’s account of the difficulty in communicating with others
who do not have social media accounts. This category is made up of two subcategories:
Publicness makes it easy to communicate within social media and It’s difficult to
communicate with others outside of social media.
Publicness makes it easy to communicate within social media.
I’ve made a lot of my friends use it and it is more convenient than sending a
text message to everybody if you do want to do something casual like you’re
grabbing a beer with someone and you’re like oh why doesn’t everyone else
come? I mean I have had my friends show up. I’ve had students sometimes
come meet me and say hi because they’ve seen where I’m checked in. It’s just
really, I mean it’s not like it’s the only thing you can use to do that, its just kind
of convenient, especially when you have a lot of different connections in a city
and you’re not necessarily going to formally invite everyone to every single
thing but you’re just like “here I am you can stop by.” (T1 588)
It’s difficult to communicate with others outside of social media.
Yeah I have a friend that doesn’t, she doesn’t have any social media sites. I mean
we’re not extremely close, but um, it’s really hard because there are moments
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when I’m like “she would appreciate this” but I can’t post it on her wall, so
it’s like I have to email her and so it’s like, there’s, there’s another outlet for it,
but it’s a lot easier, I mean I have email on my phone, but it’s a lot easier to just
like, press the like “tweet” button and it will go directly to my Twitter and I
can like tag somebody in it, versus like, copy and paste the link and pull up
my email and type in the, I mean that sounds like I’m lazy but it’s just, yeah, it’s
a lot harder to have those situations. (P2 370)
Conversation. When you are public online, it’s easy to see people talking about
something and want to engage in the dialogue. Publicness also gives you the ability to
initiate a conversation or bring a topic to others’ awareness. Conversation is about users,
who by being public, can easily engage in dialogue with an already established audience.
Conversation also enriches users’ friendships, because for some who are “horribly
addicted” [to social media], their conversations take place frequently and at anytime of
the day. This category is made up of three subcategories: Publicness allows users to take
part in ongoing conversations, Publicness makes it possible to bring awareness to others,
and Conversation enriches friendships online.
Publicness allows users to take part in ongoing conversations.
I think that people see that noise chamber of talking, and they want to get in,
because they think its fun to talk to people who they’re fans of, and so maybe it
makes them be more open with talking with people, because after a while of
seeing this back and forth you’ll probably talk to somebody who you don’t
know, and then you’ll have an exchange, and you’ll get more comfortable doing
that. Whereas before, you wouldn’t just go to a stranger and say “what do
you think of this?” So it just opens up this dialogue to engage in. (A1 290)
Publicness makes it possible to bring awareness to others.
It’s just easier to post up a thing and be like, “hey look at this thing I’m
doing” or, “here’s a blog post everyone should check it out,” and then there is
a conversation that opens up beneath it and you can engage with people if they
comment and they like it, or if they don’t you can just check it, and move on to
the next thing, or you post a link to something and you’re like “this is cool.” (A1
442)
I still have that idea of wanting to reach people in discussion. Um, not so much
on Facebook. I mean Facebook, it turns out to be that way sometimes, um but I
think that there’s some sort of underlying idea that, I want to introduce people
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to new things and make people think about things. Um, so yeah, I do a lot, I do
a lot more posting of things I read on Facebook, than I do actually sharing my life,
so I guess that’s kind of become more similar to my blog in that extent, but I think
it’s more links to things that I think are really interesting. Most recently, I’m
really interested in Thought Catalogue. I read it almost every day so I post a lot of
Thought Catalogue, that I’m interested in, that I think people I’m friends with
on Facebook might enjoy. Um, and occasionally, I’ll post a status about
something that I think is funny, or ask them a question about random things. (P1
432)
Conversation enriches friendships online.
Yeah you have some established relationship with them, like you can recognize
their name when they come up but you don’t know them, I’ve never talked to
them on the phone or email. In a weird way, being so public on twitter you meet
and then you tweet at and then your twitter conversations actually enrich
your friendship because you’re both in regular contact because you’re horribly
addicted to twitter cuz you’re always on it and that’s the main way you talk and
it’s just these quick bursts or whatever, or Facebook too I mean I use
Facebook, I probably use Facebook less these days just because it changed so
much in such a short period of time that you’re like ya know I’ll go do it when I
have nothing to but most of the time twitter is always open. (A1 428)
The Network. Before the advent of the internet, social networks existed, and
were made up of groups like churches, clubs, fraternities, the local PTA, etc. Those
networks have been important to people for ages, and continue to be so now. The
difference is, these networks are now expanded globally, in that they are found online.
Geography and time are not issues anymore. Being public allows social media users to be
a part of these networks, and they value the camaraderie and community found there that
they would not normally be aware of or be in contact with if privacy online was their
primary concern. These connections and communities are not necessarily found
intentionally. Rather, they occur in an organic way; sometimes they may be happened
upon during a string of web searches.
Publicness gives access to networks, regardless of location.
For example, like the gay rights, gay activism, the “It Gets Better” campaign.
Before, if you lived in middle of nowhere middle America, and you were a
gay person and your school did look down on that, you would feel very alone.
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And now you can go online, you can find a community. You can talk to people
on a message board or something. You can go to sites and see other people that
have the same experiences as you, and it might make you feel less alone. (A2
323)
The positive thing is that I found communities, um especially with just,
especially Twitter. I have a lot of people that follow me that I don’t know in real
life, compared to Facebook, where I know everybody in real life. Not saying
we’re best friends, but I at least know them in real life, um, so I think that I also
have a lot of… when I tweet to celebrities their fanpages somehow see it. So I
have a lot of fan pages that follow me and I’m like, “but I only tweeted about
them once, and now you’re following me so it’s kind of weird.” I also think I have
moments on Twitter where I am politically, you know, um involved a lot bit,
mostly in regards to feminist things and sexism. I have a lot of sort of people who
are in actually careers. Like, I have a lady who is an actual psychologist, Brandie,
I think? Um and she talks a lot about therapy, sort of relationship therapy, so she
follows me and I follow her, so we kind of have sort of a… we kind of talk a lot.
And there’s a few other sort of feminist groups and organizations that I follow and
talk to and tweet at sometimes and so I think that it’s created that community for
me. And I don’t think that, especially in high school, I didn’t have that
community of feminists, because I grew up in Alabama and so you know,
feminist is a dirty word in that way, and I think coming to college, and I think
that’s part of me coming to college and finding more of a feminist community but
then also I think that’s been a big thing for me to find a community because you
know, you use hashtags and things like that so you can kind of follow people
and see people who are tweeting about the same things you’re tweeting about
versus Facebook, where you can’t sort of see whose wall posting similar things to
you, unless they’re friends with you, in which case you kind of know they’re
going to post similar things to you anyway. So I think that’s kind of one positive
thing to social media is kind of being able to find communities, so that’s one way
I think it’s helpful and where it’s fulfilling it’s purpose as social networking in the
sense that you are connected with people who kind of have um similar beliefs
and interests as you. (P1 371)
Networks are found through public participation.
Yeah, I think that sometimes it really is kind of serendipity. You just kind of
start posting about something, or maybe you search on one of those websites
for something and you start to find people. Or you know, some people go to
like a real world event, like a conference or something, and they are using a
hashtag, but then through that, they start to realize “Oh there’s more
conversation going on here, more than like just this one event. Like these
people are all talking to each other in other places as well.” So I think a lot of
times it isn’t necessarily as intentional as sitting down and being like “I’m going
to go find the community for this.” They’re using the web for more utilitarian
purposes and then they discover then, and they get kind of sucked in. I mean, I
teach this stuff so I try to tell my students, you know, like there are communities
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out there, go find yours, and go participate in them because that is good
experience for you to have as a professional communicator. (T2 59)
Celebrity Connections. Celebrity connections occur more frequently when a user
is public. It increases the likelihood that a user will see and be seen by others, including
celebrities. Even the word celebrity is debunked by some of the experiences that public
users have with those who at one time they viewed as inaccessible. Now they are just a
“regular person.” Being able to contact someone who you do not have any connection to
opens the door to interactions and sometimes even friendships. Other users view
interactions with well-known individuals as the ultimate goal. One of my participants
routinely made it a goal to interact with and be recognized by well-known celebrities.
This category is made up of three subcategories: Publicness increases visibility to others,
including celebrities, Interacting with celebrities online makes them seem more like
regular people, and Being public allows users to seek out connections with celebrities.
Publicness increases visibility to others, including celebrities.
But yeah, my first Facebook sort of celebrity, which is weird because I really
didn’t try to like do it. It was Jared Lee, he’s like a California artist. He was like,
you know, “I’m going to take the first 25 questions and answer them” and so I
posted a question. I don’t even know what number I was, I just posted a question,
and he wrote on my Facebook wall and he answered the question I had asked
him and I was like “woah that’s so cool!” That one actually happened my
sophomore year at college. So yeah there’s been a lot of celebrity interaction. And
recently, I tweeted about Ronan Farrow and he favorited one of my tweets. And
Eddie Halter, he’s another indie-California artists, he tweeted back at me. It was
about ukulele. I posted a video of his ukulele cover of um, “I Can’t Make
You Love Me” and I was like, you know, “oh my gosh! Eddie Halter is
amazing. I wish I could play ukulele like him” and he was like “you totally can,
you can do it!” and I was like “this is so great!” you know? (P1 92)
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I think that’s another reason why I like Twitter a lot is because celebrities are on
there and they are interacting with fans in a way that has really never been
accessible before. So I think my interest in it initially as a freshman was, I would
retweet Katie Perry and Lady Gaga all the time, like “hopefully they will say
something to me because I retweeted them.” But I think now I kind of see it as a
way for them to see me as a fan, even if they don’t respond, at least I know
they’ll see it when I’m public versus when I was private. (P1 107)
Interacting with celebrities online makes them seem more like regular people.
Now you’re friends with this person who has 80,000 followers on twitter and he
will joke with you and stuff and you’re just like “this is weird.” Because you’ll go
to Barnes & Nobel and see his name on all these books and you’re like “I bet
people think he’s really inaccessible,” but he’s totally accessible, as long as
you’re not a weirdo, or like you’re just a regular dude, and he will totally be
your friend, and pretty soon you’re like family. It’s having that realization
happen over and over again as you meet people that you’re really big fans of and
you’re like “wow you’re just like this regular person,” and some of them you
don’t like personally and some of them you become friends with and it sort of
shatters that wall of like, “oh man,” that wall of celebrity, because they don’t
think of themselves as celebrities they’re just like “I just do this thing and people
like it.” (A1 192)
I was on my laptop, so it was really interesting to see it because I don’t really use
my mentions. I usually just scroll through my timeline to see who has mentioned
me or whatever. But I just happened to click on my mentions that day and I saw it
and I was like “Oh my gosh! Eric Hutchinson just tweeted at me.” I was kind of
excited and I posted on my Tumblr, so that was exciting. I screen-shoted it and
posted it on my Tumblr. That’s usually what I do when celebrities tweet at me is,
I screenshot it and post it on Tumblr, and be like “I’m so cool, because this person
tweeted at me!” So yeah it’s kind of an interesting feeling of like realizing their
human at the same time, because as much as I’m fan-girling about them,
they’re also just really excited to have me as a fan that’s really excited about
what they’re doing, so that’s cool. (P1 122)
Being public allows users to seek out connections with celebrities.
I think that was kind of the thing about Twitter is that you’re not really somebody
until a famous person tweets at you, or retweets you. So that was like my goal
when I was a freshman when I first got a twitter. I was like “I want a
celebrity to tweet at me, retweet me, and it hasn’t.” I don’t think it really
happened until, I want to say, like my junior year. And it’s when I actually
started, I like tagged people that I followed. More so for people that followed me,
because I’m a huge music person. I do “hashtag now playing” a lot because I
think that I have a lot of local artists, and not-known artists, so I kind of like to
expose people to them. So my junior year was when I kind of started doing that.
Initially, I would tag people that I was listening to and then those people would
tweet at me and be like “oh” you know, like “thanks for the recommendation” and
it was kind of weird for me because they were kind of celebrities but not really,
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but I was huge fans of their music. And that’s kind of how the celebrity
connections happen. (P1 73)
Each of my users – regardless of their initial reasons for being public – described
similar experiences that reinforced their sharing online. The most frequently mentioned
benefits to publicness were the ease of making friends, communicating with others,
participating in conversations and networks, and connecting with celebrities. All of these
factors encouraged them to maintain their public profiles. Before beginning this project,
based on my own experience and bias, I expected that my participants would speak
highly of the choice to be public, but I was uncertain how the positives of public social
media profiles would exactly be described, or what parts of publicness would be
important and most salient. The data is clear though. For these individuals, publicness is
disseminated and maintained because of its many reinforcing attributes among users who
identify as naturally open. It should also be noted that these benefits are what attracted
the Requireds to become public, after an initial life of traditional privacy. This shows that
individuals do not necessarily adopt one construction of publicness permanently. Rather,
individuals in our society may choose to adopt publicness as they interact with others
online and off, and notice that they want the benefits of publicness that others around
appear to receive. In the next section, I will show how constructions of publicness
continue to be a fluid and not finite state that may be adopted, controlled, or changed,
based on the consequences of online publicness and accompanying lack of privacy on
and offline.
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Theme 3
Users who embody both constructions of publicness online recognize that their
publicness can have negative impacts on their lives and they make efforts to minimize
these negative effects and cope with the results.
Once my second research question began to elicit the benefits of publicness, this
question began to identify how my participants attempted to control, minimize, or cope,
given the negative effects of their online publicness. My final research question explored
the day-to-day effects of my participants’ publicness. How did their publicness affect the
things they shared online? How did it affect their face-to-face relationships? My third
research question elicited the following findings. They are organized into five categories:
Being Vulnerable, Filtering Harmful or Hurtful Content, Maintaining Their Identity,
Little Privacy, and Negative Reaction of Others.
Being Vulnerable. Being public means that users have to come to terms with
others having access to information about themselves. One user was comfortable with the
idea that others whom she already knew would have access to her life online, but she
reacted to the idea that a stranger might also read or see her life online. This was “creepy”
but she did not want to change her behaviors. With anyone able to access information
about the users’ daily activities and opinions and behaviors, one of my participants
commented that this was weird but she was “obviously fine with it existing” because she
understood that that was a consequence of her decision to be public online. This category
is made up of two subcategories: Publicness allows others to learn about me and
Publicness scares me because I feel vulnerable.
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Publicness allows others to learn about me.
I went back and looked at my Facebook statuses since I started, or since I was a
freshman, and it’s refreshing to know I’ve grown as a person. So it’s a little bit of
self-validation to see that you’ve grown over the years, but at the same time, if
somebody wanted to get to know me, they could probably read all my tweets
or read all my Facebook statuses because I do share a lot. So I think that it
could be useful for those purposes. (P2 462)
Publicness scares me because I feel vulnerable.
They could see like the trends in my, how I’ve changed, kind of things that were
interesting to me when I was younger, the things that are interesting to me now.
So yeah, it would be sort of interesting from that perspective, the publication
would be interesting, but it could be really creepy unless I don’t know the
person, like, this sounds really weird but if like somebody, like a guy was trying
to get to know me, but they didn’t feel comfortable talking to me to my face, it’s
kind of borderline creepy, but their attention is not creepy. But if somebody is
like “I’m going to look at all her tweets that she’s ever tweeted” that does
sound creepy to me, especially if I don’t know them. I feel like just looking at
all that stuff, somebody could know me and also use all that information against
me… there’s a fine line between all the attention and the person that’s looking at
it, versus just like… I don’t know… it existing. I mean I’m obviously fine with it
existing, I mean I chose for it to exist, but that’s not one of the purposes I thought
about. But if I’m open I have to understand and acknowledge that people are
going to use it for other purposes than what I thought it was for. (P2 471)
Filtering Harmful or Hurtful Content. All of my users discussed how they
made decisions about what they shared online. More specifically, my participants all
described things that they would not share online to avoid negative consequences. For
example a participant discussed how she did not disclose her lack of spiritual beliefs,
because she fears negative consequences at work. Others discussed how they avoid
sharing their opinion online, if it may hurt friends or others who are in their network. This
category is made up of two subcategories: Public users restrict information that could
affect their job and Public users avoid sharing that will hurt others.
Public users restrict information that could affect their job.
The only thing that makes me nervous about being open, and I kind of am
oblique about it a little bit, is like I am basically a devout atheist living in the
south, and you know I feel like that’s one of the last things that around here, like
that could almost get me fired. I mean not quite that extreme, but I feel like
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students could easily start leaving terrible evaluations. I mean that’s one of those
things, down here that’s a big deal. But like, I don’t really, I don’t not, I don’t lie,
but I don’t necessarily share stuff. I’m still filtering about, really much smaller
things than most people, but there still are a few things that make me nervous, and
I hope some day that it’s not like that, cuz I think more people with diverse
religious views should be able to talk about it publically, and if we don’t talk
about it publically, we’re never going to move past it. So I mean I still subscribe
to that philosophy. It’s just like, can you really come out of that closet so to
speak without being like persecuted basically? I mean I really feel like that’s
possible here you know. (T1 194)
I post political stuff sometimes but I’m maybe a little bit less strident about like
a democratic versus republican thing, but that’s primarily my journalistic
training, that we really don’t do that. And I mean I will do it, just not as, but I’m
not as like, I’m not as extreme as I could be. I’m not like WAHH!. If I had a
different job, I mean I probably would absolutely be doing that, but I mean I’m
trained as a journalist, I’m a journalist professor, I teach students how to write
about politics. You can’t really be like, and I don’t completely shy away from it, I
just don’t rant about it all the time. (T1 209)
Public users avoid sharing that will hurt others.
The only thing I have a hesitation to not post about is um, I don’t, I try not to
talk trash on like, I try not say things about things, that I know people are
associated with, that may be somewhere in my circle, and its more like “if you
don’t have anything nice to say don’t say anything at all.” Because like there are
comics of people who I am really great friends with that I despise. (A1 519)
I was very obviously like pro-labor, anti-corporate, talking tons of trash and just
like very vicious statements against Hostess and in a day where people are very
anti-union and were bemoaning the loss of Twinkies forever, which I mean, I love
Twinkies, and I love Ho-Hos. I actually bought Twinkies that day because I was
like these aren’t going to be around forever and I’m going to eat these, and I mean
they probably will, but not these Twinkies, but I got in huge arguments with
people about this. They were followers, they were people who were fans of
mine, people who I had seen tweet at me before who come from really
conservative right-to-work states, who probably grew up always thinking that
unions were the devil and we got in huge arguments about it, which is fine, as
long as you aren’t vicious to a stranger, um and you engage in this back and forth
that can get heated. I think in the end they are like ok well that’s fine you can
believe that but I still like your music, as long as you don’t offend them
personally which some people do do that online. (A1 483)
Maintaining Their Identity. Another way my participants sought to minimize
negative consequences due to publicness was by intentionally and carefully constructing
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a specific identity online. This was guided by my participants’ need to be meaningful to
their friends. Often this meant that a post must be funny, interesting or even important in
order to be worthy of posting. It also had to be consistent with their own values.
Participants also presented themselves as real people. One individual said she was the
same in person as she was online. If she was talking about drinking a beer and watching
football, she was ok with that. Another described how she does not necessarily eliminate
all possibly offensive words. She does in fact think about the words that she uses first, but
still uses language that she feels others will understand or blow off, not take seriously, or
ultimately forgive her. When my users interact with others whose personalities online and
offline are not consistent they react and view it as odd. It’s as if they asked, “Why
wouldn’t they be the same?” My users who present themselves in very authentic ways
online, still have to defend, or live out those constructions for others when they first meet.
This category is made up of four subcategories: Public users want to be
meaningful to others, Public users avoid sharing that is inconsistent with their values,
Public users embrace and share their informal selves, and Public users must defend their
online identity offline
Public users want to be meaningful to others.
I do think about the audience, although that’s sort of a journalistic thing, less of
like a personal thing, but you know, I do think about, “is this actually interesting
to anybody else?” You know, and if I feel like this is just boring, or complete
minutia I’m not going to share it. It has to be funny, or interesting, or
important in some way for me to share it most of the time. (T1 130)
Public users avoid sharing that is inconsistent with their values.
I was thinking about, like, I got um, I got named to this list which I really I think
it’s, it is actually legitimate. It’s one of those things that’s like “100 top web
savvy professors” and everyone is like “oh my gosh congratulations,” and I’m
debating, I’m like, well, social media practice says you should say thank you and
share the list because you know this is always because personal branding and all
this other stuff and I mean, I sat there and I deleted it probably like three times
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cuz I’m like you know, like I was raised in the Mid-West, I’m just like this is
not, like we don’t brag about ourselves, like I feel really awkward bringing
this up. I feel like even when you say thank you it’s a humblebrag. You
know? You’re like, “ho ho thank you for noticing that I got named to this
list!” The whole thing. I mean it’s like it makes you feel dirty, like, you know,
um should I share that or not. (T1 150)
I’ve started censoring myself a lot more, just in the past like year, because of
graduate schools and people looking at me. So there was a little bit of that
going on before this, but I think now I’m like, “Should I really tweet that? Do I
really need to put that on my Facebook?” Like I said, I’ve been doing that for
kind of like the past year, but since this, I’ve just kind of been more conscious of,
“Do I really need to put that? Is it really consistent with my values?” and that’s
just a struggle that I’ve had for awhile, so I would say that that’s a consistent
thing, but that this helped, this contributed to what I’m already doing in terms of
censoring myself from, well not really censoring myself but just thinking about
the messages that I’m putting out there for people to receive. (P2 770)
Public users embrace and share their informal selves.
I consider it a compliment but my students will tell me, “Dr. Black, you’re real up
there. I can tell you’re real.” I’m not acting like what other people may see as like
the role of the professor, I’m acting like ya know, how I am. Then I’m kind of like
that on social media, you know I’ll be like “I’m drinking a beer and watching
the Packer game.” There are some people that would be like, “You just said
you’re drinking a beer on the internet?” I mean to me its kind of like well, is it
really that big of a deal? I don’t know. I just, I don’t. At least for me, I don’t know
if all of those boundaries that we have about what’s appropriate in different
spaces really, it just doesn’t resonate with me personally. (T1 40)
I don’t really tweet outrageous things anyway, and you know Facebook, there’s a
few f-bombs that my friends will post, but you know my mom curses like a sailor
in church so it’s like, she’s fine with that and I think that people at my church
kind of realize that I’m a college student and I’m friends with… people so I think
that they’ll “take it with a grain of salt.” (P1 1008)
Um, I feel like people I’m friends with in person will say things and will be
supportive of what I’m doing, but then at the same time online they’re posting
these crazy, outrageous things, and I’m like, “How can you have two different
things?” and I understand that this being a range for a whole new identity
development, but I’m just like, “If you’re going to be that bold online, why not
be that bold in real life?” (P1 837)
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Public users must defend their online identity offline.
Well it’s funny because I’ll do shows and I’ll start talking about TV or comics or
video games on stage in really intense detail, just like nerdy stuff. And I think
people kind of are shocked. They’re just kind of like, “Oh man, he really does like
that kind of stuff” and I’m like “yeah, of course I do. You would have
discovered, smelled the rat a long time ago if I was faking all of that stuff. I
would hope that you would think it’s real.” (A2 429)
Little Privacy. Privacy was increasingly hard for my users to come by, because
an increase in publicness meant an increase in online connections, and this in turn meant
an increase in communication demands. While it was noted as an inconvenience, it was
not negative enough to prompt a change in user behaviors, nor did they discuss becoming
less public. Users simply became less likely to respond to all attempts to communicate
with them. Users also identified that living publicly online changes how time is viewed.
If they are connected to others spread across the country or world, they no longer are
confined to typical social norms of time and communication. Rather than communication
taking place only during business hours or daylight hours, it can take place at any time of
the day. The net effect of an increase in total online connections meant for some users a
feeling of intrusion. One user described how other connections would often intrude on
conversations that they were not directly involved in simply because they saw it
happening, even though they did not know all the parties involved. Users acknowledged
that this was part of living openly online, and changed their behaviors in order to avoid
intrusion if their desire was to have more privacy. On the other hand, having friends that
do use social networks publicly, means for one user, that the activity of the group as a
whole changes online, to preserve some privacy. Another user discussed dealing with this
lack of privacy by changing his perspective of personal space.
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This category is made up of four subcategories: Publicness increases demand for
communication, Publicness increases communication interruptions by strangers, Public
users change online behavior to preserve privacy if desired, and Public users accept the
limits of publicness.
Publicness increases demand for communication.
There’s a difference between having a few followers and having five thousand.
When you have five thousand, that’s five thousand people that can potentially, I
mean not that they’re all doing it, every one, but you increase the odds that
someone is trying to talk to you through one of these sites, I mean it just, you
know. I think the volume just gets higher. (T2 217)
I think that your life is so wrapped up in it that, every day that you live, there’s
no break from it. It’s not like an office that only has emails Monday through
Friday and a weekend email is like “I’ll just get to that Monday.” People email
you at 2am and people email you on a Sunday, people comment on your
Facebook on this day. (A2 924)
Publicness increases communication interruptions by strangers.
I started accepting people on my Facebook, on my personal account, just that I
hadn’t seen. Like I had 600 friends, and now I have over, I don’t know how many,
like 1,200 plus, whatever. And now I’m like, man I wish I didn’t do that
because people will intrude in our conversations and my friend will email me
like “who is this dude?” and I’ll be like “I don’t know man, he’s just some
weirdo.” People do that on Twitter too, because they see us talking, but it’s weird
because a lot of my peripheral friends, and I mean very much me also, I get the
runoff results of my friends who do web comics and bigger web things, people
see us talking and they’re like, “I’ll follow this guy” and sometimes they chime in
and stuff. (A2 641)
Public users change online behavior to preserve privacy if desired.
We have to be a lot more private online. I actually heard stories about my friends
who used to tweet, my friend who’s a web comic-er, he has a lot of followers
because he was really big. He had to stop tweeting about where he was
because he would get fans who would just show up. Like stalkers. Like
stalker-ish people. And he hated it. So he’s like, “I have to stop tweeting where
I’m eating.” Because it’s New York, so if you’re just walking around, you can be
like “oh hey, he’s eating at this place, let’s just stop in and say hi” and that’s
really annoying probably to him. But there are also times where we’ll be at a
comic convention or we’ll be at a concert, and we’ll want so badly to complain
about something but we can’t because we know that the people who are at that
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concert are probably following us so we have to kind of take it to email or talk in
person. So it makes us hold back a lot of our worse side that wants to bitch
and moan about stuff. It also makes us less likely to engage in really
inappropriate humor, even though we all really like the worst inappropriate
humor from comics. That kind of makes us kind of, a shell of it, when we’re on
Twitter. But in real life, it’s funny because we are all such nerds and such geeks
and are so imbedded in that, I don’t really feel like this has affected our offline
interactions. (A2 655)
Public users accept the limits of publicness.
You definitely have to have a certain narcissistic-ism and self-centeredness to do
it because you just sort of have to train like this “no personal space” or, in a
weird way, make everything your personal space. And I think that’s one of the
things that’s the paradigm shift. People are like, “Man, my Facebook use to be my
personal space and now it’s being intruded upon,” when in reality, it’s like “no,
everything that you do online, is kind of your personal space, but you have to
accept that everyone can see it.” (A2 702)
Negative Reaction of Others. Occasionally others confronted my participants in
negative ways due to some aspect of their publicness. Some users were critiqued for
being so involved online, because others view it as insignificant. One user struggled to
overcome others’ negative reactions by simply posting often. Her hope was that by doing
so, potentially irritating, uninteresting, or controversial posts would be overlooked by
friends, with her newer posts. Another user took the opposite strategy and hoped to avoid
annoying others, by limiting the number of posts that she made. Users acknowledged that
online communication has its faults and can be inaccurate. To avoid hurting others who
she is in relationships with, one user attempts to avoid long conversations on social
networks, in favor of writing long form articles on her blog, in hopes of expressing
herself in full. There is an expectation that online communication should be reciprocated
quickly. For one user, not responding quickly enough resulted in a very negative response
from one of his fans. While extreme, these negative reactions tend to be rare.
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This category is composed of five subcategories: Users’ publicness can be
criticized for being insignificant, Public users modulate the number of posts that they
share, Public users feel that some forms of social media limit communication, and Public
users avoid taking others’ negative reactions too personally.
Users’ publicness can be criticized for being insignificant.
There is certainly also that big backlash too that’s like the um, that was probably
my earliest, I guess the earliest response that I would get from people that’s
like “oh twitter is just sharing what they had for lunch and that they just
went to the bathroom” or whatever and that’s kind of that that’s kind of that
critique where its like well it’s public and it’s also just minutia and no one cares
about what you do. And that was always super annoying to me because I’m like
well, yeah there are people that do that but then there’s a lot of people that don’t
and I mean that sort of stereotype is stupid and I’m also like who are you to say
like if I want to share that stuff you know like don’t follow me, but like why are, I
mean I don’t understand like why people sort of feel the need to impose their own
like personal norms on everybody else, like “here’s what’s ok to share, and here’s
what’s like not ok, and if you share this you’re a narcissist, and if you…” you
know, and I think that was, and I think that’s sort of, and it’s still going on all
time, but to a certain extent more people have accepted that like there is value at
least in some openness and that it’s not always going to be minutia. (T1 313)
Public users modulate the number of posts that they share.
Maybe some of it is just like I mean I flood the zone so much that like, I mean I
post a lot of things, so people are less like “That one post on January 9th that you
did really pissed me off and I’m really mad still.” You know like yeah, but then I
guess with me then there’s another one, and people forget about it. Maybe if
you’re a really heavy user, people cease to be shocked by anything you’re
doing. (T1 634)
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Twitter is more of a thought catalogue, to use the language of a blog I like, at least
that’s how I use it. It’s my thoughts. It’s things that go on inside my head. So I
don’t mind it as much on Twitter but on Facebook it kind of gets really weird,
especially because I think that, I try to average one update per day on
Facebook. So when I see that people are posting more than one, I’m like “do you
not have anything else to do in your life?” I feel like Facebook is kind of a way to
keep up with people, but I feel like unless you’re doing something really super
awesome, that you don’t need to update five times a day, you know, like I’m
usually, I might make a status or I might post a link that kind of sets the tone and
basically describes my day on Facebook, but I don’t know. I just think it’s weird
when people post more than, I give them two or three. But once people get to
like the fourth or fifth one, I’m just like “do you not have anything to do with
your life? I feel that you should be out living instead of talking about living.”
(P2 215)
Public users feel that some forms of social media limit communication.
My friend who graduated from college a few years ago, but he just likes to argue
and play devil’s advocate a lot, posted something about something from… and
this is also my friend who I was thinking about subtweeting yesterday, so we had
like a really long conversation about it. It was like eight comments long and there
were other comments. But he does that same thing too where he provokes like a
provocative question and he gets like twenty-five comments. And he’s fine with
that but I just don’t like talking on Facebook wall, so after like the eighth one,
I was like, “we should just meet up and talk about this in person” because I
felt like he was completely misunderstanding what I was saying, and maybe I
wasn’t quite getting what he was saying either. I think that it was one of those
situations that I try and avoid on Facebook because it ends up being drawn out
and both sides end up getting hurt, whereas I feel like in person, if we had that
conversation, he and I would have been logical and rational, and even if we
disagreed at the end, agree to disagree, we would have really understood what the
other person was talking about and I think that because maybe I was being
sarcastic in one of my responses and I think he got really angry about that,
because sarcasm just doesn’t translate really well on technology. (P1 687)
I always grew up with a diverse group of friends… I just sort of always had a
group of friends around me that were very different from me in some ways, but I
think in college I’ve actually had to interact with those people and talk about the
hard stuff. And I think through that, I try to really look out for potential
perspectives and differences in perspectives, and so I think now when I post
things that I would think obviously everybody agrees with me about, I come to
realize that obviously people don’t agree with me about those things, so I
shouldn’t post those things um without discussion, and that’s kind of where I
take those things to my blog, so I can have that longer discussion and so
people will really know what I’m talking about and not just assume things.
(P1 482)
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Public users avoid taking others’ negative reactions too personally.
One guy on Facebook once drew some art of the music I make, and he then
burned it on a barbeque and took like ten pictures as it burned to ashes, because
apparently I offended him, because I didn’t answer his email asking if I wanted to
buy this art, that I didn’t ask for, which I actually answered, but only answered
like five days later, but he wanted me to answer immediately, so I woke up one
day to him burning me in effigy effectively. I’d still probably talk to him if he
tweeted me because, I mean, I wouldn’t engage in conversation, but I
wouldn’t block him because its like, “ok I’ll just stay away from you.” (A1
336)
I do have one high school friend that has, I don’t know. This is like a long, fairly a
while ago, a few years ago, I said sort of completely innoxiously, or so I thought,
like “oh yeah you should join Facebook. You might like it.” So then she did, and I
mean she just had, I don’t know, had like the most visceral negative reaction that
I’ve ever seen anyone have, like “oh you’re posting so much and all your
opinions.” She was literally like, “if I was on Facebook all the time I would lose
my marriage, and my life would crumble, and I would never have time with
my family” and I was like, “first of all, I don’t even care if you’re on it or
not.” I was just kinda like, “you might like this, you see old pictures of your
friends” and I was just like “whatever” you know and I’m like “why do you care
too like what, how I use it or what the…” and it was just a very odd and I mean to
this day I mean she is just like, that is like, and I mean angry “WAHH” (angry
voice) so I have no idea, I mean that’s a really rare. Yeah and I do not see that a
lot. I don’t know if it was, it was partly directed at me for sharing too much crap
and opinions or whatever, but it was partly just this like visceral like “this is a
terrible thing” you know and I was kinda like “this is also sort of part of my job,
and it’s sort of what I do” so that’s another like angle to this. I’m not purely just
posting all of this for me or for you, some of it’s for my students or my colleagues
or whatever, so it’s like, I’m like “chill out dude.” But I don’t know, I mean
most of the time though I feel like people are just kind of like, you know, I
mean they might tease me like “oh you post a lot of stuff” but they don’t care
or they’re used to it, I don’t really, I don’t know. (T1 647)
This research question guided my participants to discuss some of the
complications or negative consequences from the adoption of a construction of
publicness. All of my participants recognized that there are drawbacks to living so openly
that affect their lives both on and offline. For instance, a complete stranger can interrupt
them during a conversation online or a friend might critique them for their online
behavior in a face-to-face interaction. Because of these types of situations, they utilize a
106

variety of strategies to limit the negative effects that they experience. Again, I was not
surprised to find evidence of difficulties that sprang from publicness. I expected my
participants to share stories of really negative interpersonal interactions, weather on or
offline. On the other hand, I was most intrigued to find that both constructions of
publicness resulted in negative affects equally. I think it is also important to note that
individuals representing both constructions were not uniformly open. The data show quite
the opposite. Users found ways to maintain an amount of privacy when they wanted it.
This means that each construction that was found is more complex than I first anticipated.
Instead of constantly sharing everything possible, both Naturals and Requireds
incorporate a degree of privacy, and routinely make accommodations to balance the
benefits and costs of being public online.
Conclusion
This research set out to describe a subset of social media users who choose to live
publicly online with minimal or no privacy settings. I discovered that these users choose
to be public online because they either see it as a natural outgrowth of their personality
and life offline, or they view it as the only means to achieve their goals. My participants
explained why they maintain these public profiles; they all described similar benefits that
reinforced their openness online. Having discussed the many positive aspects of
publicness, my participants also recognized that it can have negative impacts on their
lives as well, and they make efforts to minimize these negative effects and cope with the
results. In the next chapter I will reflect on my findings and how they support previous
research, add to our knowledge of constructions of publicness, and relate to theory.
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Chapter 5
Discussion
In this final chapter I will review my research, including my research questions
and the procedures I carried out. I will describe how my research adds unique knowledge
to previous studies. I will also discuss my major findings, along with their implications
and limitations. As a conclusion, I will then offer recommendations for future studies of
publicness.
Summary of the Research
The aim of this study was to provide an understanding of online publicness
through an in-depth investigation of three social media users who maintained public
profiles with minimal or no privacy settings. Specifically, I identified three individuals
with publicly accessible blogs, Facebook and Twitter accounts, as a means of
illuminating how social media has redefined public life, how publicness is constructed
within current social media culture, and how users of social media are negotiating these
new constructions of publicness both on and offline. Therefore using social
constructionist theory I conducted a case study that investigated how participants utilized
social media to live their lives publicly, guided by the following research questions:
1. What are the constructions that social media users see as viable options for
representing self in public domains?
2. How are these constructions disseminated, maintained, and reinforced through
their use of social media?
3. How do users of social media negotiate these constructions of publicness within
their public and private lives?
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Procedures
Through the process of purposeful selection I found my three participants by
reaching out to my local contacts in the Midsouth that were active social media users. My
participants included Adam, a 33-year-old Asian American male self-employed Rap
Artist; Doctor T, a 37-year-old Caucasian female college professor; and Piper, a 20-yearold African American female college student. Each of my participants signed informed
consent forms and was provided with a copy. Data collection, which consisted of two indepth, semi-structured interviews and 30 days of e-observations, began in November of
2012.
Previous Studies
This research is distinct from other previous studies, primarily based upon the
participants that were chosen: three social media users who maintain active public
profiles. Previous research has been able to show how the Internet and offline life have
begun to overlap (Gross, 2004), and that more and more of the online world is an integral
part the offline world (Lüders, 2009; Orange, 2011; Schoon & Cain, 2011).
Unfortunately, little has been done to describe how users choose to represent themselves
in this ever changing integration of online and offline social spaces. This study attempted
to describe social constructions of publicness that social media users see as viable in the
current landscape of public Internet life.
Other studies have shown that self-disclosure on the Internet may stimulate social
connectedness and wellbeing (Valkenburg & Peter, 2009), but may also be potentially
negative (Cain et al., 2010; Miller et al., 2010). Researchers agree that Internet
communication benefits users due to increased interpersonal ambiguity (Bargh et al.,
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2002). In other words, shy or fearful individuals can construct a false identity online to
converse with others, and thereby facilitate self-disclosure (Lüders, 2009) and avoid
others judgment. However, none of this research has described why a specific subset of
Internet users would choose to intentionally maintain public profiles online. My study
attempted to understand how current constructions of publicness are spread and
reinforced among individuals desiring to participate in public Internet spaces.
Social networks are unique among Internet websites, because they form a new
social space in which individuals initiate, develop, and maintain interpersonal
relationships (Humphreys, 2010). This, in turn, gives rise to concerns regarding privacy
(Marwick & Boyd, 2010; Tufekci, 2008), but researchers have failed to illuminate how
users negotiate their own privacy among current changing constructions of publicness.
My work attempted to describe what steps social media users take in order to preserve
their own public and private spaces, and in what way these negotiations take shape online
and offline.
Discussion
Through my analysis, I was able to identify three major themes: Users choose to
be public online because they either see it as a natural outgrowth of their personality and
life offline, or they view it as the only means to achieve their goals; Users representing
differing constructions of publicness all experience similar benefits that reinforce their
openness online; and Users who embody both constructions of publicness online
recognize that their publicness can have negative impacts on their lives, and they make
efforts to minimize these negative effects and cope with the results.
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These three themes were derived from categories and subcategories of data. I will review
each theme and it’s categories of data below.
Constructions of Publicness. To begin this project I set out to describe what
made my participants abandon traditional privacy settings and come to represent
themselves publicly online. As I interviewed my participants, I found two dominant
constructions or “reasons” for being public, and I labeled them Naturals and Requireds.
From these two major categories, came the following theme: Users choose to be public
online because they either see it as a natural outgrowth of their personality and life
offline, or they view it as the only means to achieve their goals.
Naturals. The first category, Naturals, defines users that chose publicness because
they saw it as a natural outgrowth of their personality. For this group of users, the
decision to be public occurred without conscious thought. Being public online is easy for
them because they are already open offline. Two of my participants discussed their
tendency to be open regardless of the platform or venue.
I think that is just part of my personality. I’m not, I don’t think I’ve ever been a
particularly private person. I think I’m also kind of what you see is what you get.
(T1 14)
I think that’s why I don’t care about privacy because I’m ok with presenting my
persona online because its just a direct extension of myself, and I don’t know if
I’m like a social person I don’t talk to strangers at a bus stop, but if I’m at a party
I can talk to a stranger (A1 126)
Requireds. Requireds felt that publicness was the only option they had to be able
to accomplish their own goals. For instance, a user may want to effect social change,
market their art, or simply participate in public conversation. Each of these things
requires the user to be public.
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I’m broke or struggling as a musician, and I need this to be able to keep doing
this, and I did this for the past two years, and I raised a certain amount, and since
then I raised something like 400 percent of that first year just on strict donations.
So like being open and public and letting people know what you’re doing, and
you know, if you’ve had a bad day it adds to the personability of being an artist.
Which is kind of the only way you can do it now. (A1 48)
I feel like if you’re involved in sort of social consciousness in anyway, that’s sort
of what your goal is: to be public so that people can see what you’re posting and
they can support it. Um, so I know a lot of my friends that are involved in… and
also I feel like if you’re involved in media in general. I have a lot of friends,
especially my friends at Morehouse, and they are involved in their newspaper
there, that are also very public, including Twitter, and they have a blog as well. So
I think that they’re trying too, and once again kind of continue that dialogue
between people. So once again, if you’re kind of interested in sort of having those
discussions, philosophical debates, what have it, I think that those motivations
sort of lead people to be public. (P1 405)
People who live publicly are a good example of what Orange (2011) described
when she stated that the online and “real” worlds have merged and are no longer
distinctly separate. Once people make this decision, whether this happens unintentionally
because they are naturally open people, or because they see a need to share more readily
to achieve a goal, they are allowing the online world to be a part of their offline or “real”
world. This may be particularly true for Naturals, who are clearly extroverted
individuals. Extroverts have been shown to seek out online social engagement more
frequently than their introverted counterparts (Deng, Liu, Li, & Hu, 2013; Gosling et al.,
2011).
Dissemination, Maintenance, and Reinforcement of Publicness. My objective
with my second research question was to describe how publicness was disseminated,
maintained, and reinforced. In many ways, this question became a discourse on the
benefits of using social media publicly. My second theme is, “Users representing
differing constructions of publicness all experience similar benefits that reinforce their
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openness online.” This theme was derived from five categories: Making Friends,
Convenient Communication, Conversation, The Network, and Celebrity Connections.
Making Friends. Social relationships were the first reason my participants gave
for being public. My users talked about how easy it was to make friends when they were
publicly accessible. They also referred to how many of their relationships that began
online, translated to face-to-face relationships. For my users this often occurred through
mutual friends. This supports others’ findings that showed most Internet communication
took place between friends rather than strangers (Donath & Boyd, 2004). Similar to
previous research findings, my participants highly valued the ability to connect and share
with others because it strengthened their offline relationships (Valkenburg & Peter,
2007). This also shows that interactions with others online are often with those that users
already know (Boyd & Ellison, 2008). At the same time, my research added to this by
showing that my users would also eventually meet others face-to-face that they first
interacted with online.
There have been instances where I have toured around where I have only talked to
people on twitter and I’d be like, “I need a place to crash” and then I’d meet them
for the first time and crash with them and we’re still friends to this day and I’ll
talk to them on the phone or email them or stuff like that and I think that everyone
has that top layer of I shouldn’t be doing this, this is not what normal people do.
(A1 404)
I think it really helps it helps connect you to others. I think I have made, I tell my
students all the time cuz they just don’t believe me, but I have met so many
people that I only know from the internet… He’s a friend of mine now, he’s a
professor at Vol State, he teaches journalism, and I mean we talked on the internet
and he was passing through town on a road trip and he came and stayed overnight
at my house. My students are like “aren’t you afraid he’s going to cut you up in
little pieces in the freezer?” and I’m like “not really cuz I kinda know” I mean and
for this guy, it would have to be kind of elaborate for this guy to fake his entire
kind of Vol State journalism web-presence. (T1 222)
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Convenient Communication. Convenience of communication was another topic
described by two of my participants. They reported that their publicness online made it
easier to communicate. They also discussed how, once accustomed to this ease, it was
difficult to communicate with those outside social media channels. In an age when
Google has replaced our phonebooks, my users decided that they appreciate the
convenience of online profiles and instant communication.
I’ve made a lot of my friends use it and it is more convenient than sending a text
message to everybody if you do want to do something casual like you’re grabbing
a beer with someone and you’re like oh why doesn’t everyone else come? I mean
I have had my friends show up. I’ve had students sometimes come meet me and
say hi because they’ve seen where I’m checked in. It’s just really, I mean it’s not
like it’s the only thing you can use to do that, its just kind of convenient,
especially when you have a lot of different connections in a city and you’re not
necessarily going to formally invite everyone to every single thing but you’re just
like “here I am you can stop by.” (T1 588)
I made it public because I knew certain people had a Facebook but I didn’t know
who else had it so making it public so what I would post on other friends’ walls,
they would see and they would say “Oh, Piper has a Facebook” and they would
add me. So that was my decision to become public on Facebook so that, I knew
people, but if I forgot somebody in the height of just moving and making new
friends and forgetting old friends, that I was still accessible to those people. (P1
39)
Conversation. Conversation was an important reason for each of my users to
remain public. They discussed how they were able to see and participate in conversations
with others that they would not normally have access to, which was motivating,
especially when they were able to have a conversation with people they admired.
Consistent with previous research, they also described a desire to contribute to public
discourse on social issues (Orange, 2011), which would not be possible within traditional
offline channels of communication and norms of privacy.
I think that people see that noise chamber of talking, and they want to get in,
because they think its fun to talk to people who they’re fans of, and so maybe it
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makes them be more open with talking with people, because after a while of
seeing this back and forth you’ll probably talk to somebody who you don’t know,
and then you’ll have an exchange, and you’ll get more comfortable doing that.
Whereas before, you wouldn’t just go to a stranger and say “what do you think of
this?” So it just opens up this dialogue to engage in. (A1 290)
I still have that idea of wanting to reach people in discussion. Um, not so much on
Facebook. I mean Facebook, it turns out to be that way sometimes, um but I think
that there’s some sort of underlying idea that, I want to introduce people to new
things and make people think about things. (P1 432)
For years, everyone that’s sort of gay is obviously in the closet, and I think one of
the reasons why we’ve seen this, like fantastic opening, is people are now, you
know, people are more public. You can’t, people are more forced to confront their
homophobia when people that they may be friends with, or family members are
sharing. I think that overall in sort of the big picture, that the greater openness
leads to sort of more tolerance and freedom. (T1 406)
The Network. The network of acquaintances and friends that users developed and
had access to was very important to my participants. Before the advent of the internet,
social networks existed, and were made up of groups like churches, clubs, fraternities, the
local PTA, etc. Those networks have been important to people for ages and continue to
be a source of support for my users as well (Pollet et al., 2011). The difference is, these
networks are now expanded globally, in that they are found online. Geography and time
are not issues anymore. Much of the cost of communication within these networks has
been eliminated. These findings support previous research that online sharing and
interactions strengthen offline network quality (Valkenburg & Peter, 2007).
The positive thing is that I found communities, um especially with just, especially
Twitter. I have a lot of people that follow me that I don’t know in real life,
compared to Facebook, where I know everybody in real life. Not saying we’re
best friends, but I at least know them in real life, um, so I think that I also have a
lot of… when I tweet to celebrities their fanpages somehow see it. So I have a lot
of fan pages that follow me and I’m like, “but I only tweeted about them once,
and now you’re following me so it’s kind of weird.” I also think I have moments
on Twitter where I am politically, you know, um involved a lot bit, mostly in
regards to feminist things and sexism. I have a lot of sort of people who are in
actually careers. Like, I have a lady who is an actual psychologist, Brandie, I
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think? Um and she talks a lot about therapy, sort of relationship therapy, so she
follows me and I follow her, so we kind of have sort of a… we kind of talk a lot.
And there’s a few other sort of feminist groups and organizations that I follow and
talk to and tweet at sometimes and so I think that it’s created that community for
me. And I don’t think that, especially in high school, I didn’t have that
community of feminists, because I grew up in Alabama and so you know,
feminist is a dirty word in that way. (P1 371)
Celebrity Connections. The last reason my participants gave for being public
online grew out of their ability to make connections with celebrities. Being public makes
celebrities accessible. With public profiles and minimal or no privacy settings, it is
possible to speak with well-known individuals and also increases the likelihood of
celebrities contacting you. Even the word celebrity was debunked by some of the
experiences that my users had with those who at one time they viewed as inaccessible.
Now they were just a “regular person.” Being able to contact someone who you do not
have any connection to opens the door to interactions and sometimes even friendships.
My youngest participant spoke the most about how this reinforced her own publicness,
which seams to mirror the findings of De Backer, Nelissen, Vyncke, Braeckman, and
McAndrew (2007) who found a group of Flemish adolescents with intense interest in
interacting with celebrities. As with other studies, my participant found these interactions
serious and meaningful (Stever & Lawson, 2013).
I think that was kind of the thing about Twitter is that you’re not really somebody
until a famous person tweets at you, or retweets you. So that was like my goal
when I was a freshman when I first got a twitter. I was like “I want a celebrity to
tweet at me, retweet me, and it hasn’t.” I don’t think it really happened until, I
want to say, like my junior year. And it’s when I actually started, I like tagged
people that I followed. More so for people that followed me, because I’m a huge
music person. I do “hashtag now playing” a lot because I think that I have a lot of
local artists, and not-known artists, so I kind of like to expose people to them. So
my junior year was when I kind of started doing that. Initially, I would tag people
that I was listening to and then those people would tweet at me and be like “oh”
you know, like “thanks for the recommendation” and it was kind of weird for me
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because they were kind of celebrities but not really, but I was huge fans of their
music. And that’s kind of how the celebrity connections happen. (P1 73)
Now you’re friends with this person who has 80,000 followers on twitter and he
will joke with you and stuff and you’re just like “this is weird.” Because you’ll go
to Barnes & Nobel and see his name on all these books and you’re like “I bet
people think he’s really inaccessible,” but he’s totally accessible, as long as
you’re not a weirdo, or like you’re just a regular dude, and he will totally be your
friend, and pretty soon you’re like family. Its having that realization happen over
and over again as you meet people that you’re really big fans of and you’re like
“wow you’re just like this regular person,” and some of them you don’t like
personally and some of them you become friends with and it sort of shatters that
wall of like, “oh man,” that wall of celebrity, because they don’t think of
themselves as celebrities they’re just like “I just do this thing and people like it.”
(A1 192)
Negotiating Publicness. In my third research question I set out to describe the
negotiations that my participants had to make in their public and private lives. However,
after my second research question began to elicit stories about the benefits of publicness,
this question coalesced around the negative affects that my participants also experienced.
They described how they attempted to control, minimize, or cope, with the negative
effects that their online publicness had caused online and off. My third theme is, “Users
who embody both constructions of publicness online recognize that their publicness can
have negative impacts on their lives, and they make efforts to minimize these negative
effects and cope with the results.” This theme is derived from five categories: Being
Vulnerable, Filtering Harmful or Hurtful Content, Maintaining Their Identity, Little
Privacy, and Negative Reaction of Others.
Being Vulnerable. To be public means a user must come to terms with others
having access to the content that they share. One of my participants described some
discomfort with this circumstance, but discussed having little fear regarding the possible
negative outcomes of her publicness. Like other research that found college students’
117

sharing was not impacted by possible negative outcomes (Schrammel, Köffel, &
Tscheligi, 2009), my user acknowledged that it was worth having the increased freedom
of communication and accessibility that publicness provided to her.
They could see like the trends in my, how I’ve changed, kind of things that were
interesting to me when I was younger, the things that are interesting to me now.
So yeah, it would be sort of interesting from that perspective, the publication
would be interesting, but it could be really creepy unless I don’t know the person,
like, this sounds really weird but if like somebody, like a guy was trying to get to
know me, but they didn’t feel comfortable talking to me to my face, it’s kind of
borderline creepy, but their attention is not creepy. But if somebody is like “I’m
going to look at all her tweets that she’s ever tweeted” that does sound creepy to
me, especially if I don’t know them. I feel like just looking at all that stuff,
somebody could know me and also use all that information against me… there’s a
fine line between all the attention and the person that’s looking at it, versus just
like… I don’t know… it existing. I mean I’m obviously fine with it existing, I
mean I chose for it to exist, but that’s not one of the purposes I thought about. But
if I’m open I have to understand and acknowledge that people are going to use it
for other purposes than what I thought it was for. (P2 471)
Filtering Harmful or Hurtful Content. Before I began this research, I assumed
that most of my users would have some means of deciding what to post and when. All of
my participants mentioned diverse means and reasons for filtering what they share online.
For instance, they described how they tried to avoid sharing information that may
negatively impact their job. They also mentioned that they try to avoid hurting others,
personally. This coincides with evidence from other researcher who have found that
emotionally intelligent users tend to share less inappropriate content online (Newness,
Steinert, & Viswesvaran, 2012).
The only thing that makes me nervous about being open, and I kind of am
oblique about it a little bit, is like I am basically a devout atheist living in the
south, and you know I feel like that’s one of the last things that around here, like
that could almost get me fired. I mean not quite that extreme, but I feel like
students could easily start leaving terrible evaluations. I mean that’s one of those
things, down here that’s a big deal. But like, I don’t really, I don’t not, I don’t lie,
but I don’t necessarily share stuff. I’m still filtering about, really much smaller
things than most people, but there still are a few things that make me nervous, and
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I hope some day that it’s not like that, cuz I think more people with diverse
religious views should be able to talk about it publically, and if we don’t talk
about it publically, we’re never going to move past it. So I mean I still subscribe
to that philosophy. It’s just like, can you really come out of that closet so to
speak without being like persecuted basically? I mean I really feel like that’s
possible here you know. (T1 194)
I post political stuff sometimes but I’m maybe a little bit less strident about like
a democratic versus republican thing, but that’s primarily my journalistic
training, that we really don’t do that. And I mean I will do it, just not as, but I’m
not as like, I’m not as extreme as I could be. I’m not like WAHH!. If I had a
different job, I mean I probably would absolutely be doing that, but I mean I’m
trained as a journalist, I’m a journalist professor, I teach students how to write
about politics. You can’t really be like, and I don’t completely shy away from it, I
just don’t rant about it all the time. (T1 209)
Maintaining Their Identity. Another way my participants sought to minimize
negative consequences due to publicness was by intentionally and carefully constructing
a specific identity online. My findings agreed with recent research that found that online
social network users engage in a great deal of impression management (Qiu, Lin, Leung
& Tov, 2012). In other words, they attempted to post and share things, which were
consistent with their values, meaningful to others, or true to their own informal selves.
I do think about the audience, although that’s sort of a journalistic thing, less of
like a personal thing, but you know, I do think about, “is this actually interesting
to anybody else?” You know, and if I feel like this is just boring, or complete
minutia I’m not going to share it. It has to be funny, or interesting, or
important in some way for me to share it most of the time. (T1 130)
I was thinking about, like, I got um, I got named to this list which I really I think
it’s, it is actually legitimate. It’s one of those things that’s like “100 top web
savvy professors” and everyone is like “oh my gosh congratulations,” and I’m
debating, I’m like, well, social media practice says you should say thank you and
share the list because you know this is always because personal branding and all
this other stuff and I mean, I sat there and I deleted it probably like three times
cuz I’m like you know, like I was raised in the Mid-West, I’m just like this is not,
like we don’t brag about ourselves, like I feel really awkward bringing this up. I
feel like even when you say thank you it’s a humblebrag. You know? You’re like,
“ho ho thank you for noticing that I got named to this list!” The whole thing. I
mean it’s like it makes you feel dirty, like, you know, um should I share that or
not. (T1 150)
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I’ve started censoring myself a lot more, just in the past like year, because of
graduate schools and people looking at me. So there was a little bit of that going
on before this, but I think now I’m like, “Should I really tweet that? Do I really
need to put that on my Facebook?” Like I said, I’ve been doing that for kind of
like the past year, but since this, I’ve just kind of been more conscious of, “Do I
really need to put that? Is it really consistent with my values?” and that’s just a
struggle that I’ve had for awhile, so I would say that that’s a consistent thing, but
that this helped, this contributed to what I’m already doing in terms of censoring
myself from, well not really censoring myself but just thinking about the
messages that I’m putting out there for people to receive. (P2 770)
I consider it a compliment but my students will tell me, “Dr. Black, you’re real up
there. I can tell you’re real.” I’m not acting like what other people may see as like
the role of the professor, I’m acting like ya know, how I am. Then I’m kind of like
that on social media, you know I’ll be like “I’m drinking a beer and watching the
Packer game.” There are some people that would be like, “You just said you’re
drinking a beer on the internet?” I mean to me its kind of like well, is it really that
big of a deal? I don’t know. I just, I don’t. At least for me, I don’t know if all of
those boundaries that we have about what’s appropriate in different spaces really,
it just doesn’t resonate with me personally. (T1 40)
Little Privacy. My participants’ publicness also increased their total network size.
This contradicts past research that held that online activities had no impact on network
size (Pollet et al., 2011). However, it became harder for my participants to find privacy
with the increase in relationships and communication that they had achieved while being
public. This loss of privacy was consistent with the findings of Brandtzæg, Luders, and
Skjetne (2010). While it was noted as an inconvenience, my users still valued their
publicness and found ways to work around it.
There’s a difference between having a few followers and having five thousand.
When you have five thousand, that’s five thousand people that can potentially, I
mean not that they’re all doing it, every one, but you increase the odds that
someone is trying to talk to you through one of these sites, I mean it just, you
know. I think the volume just gets higher. (T2 217)
I started accepting people on my Facebook, on my personal account, just that I
hadn’t seen. Like I had 600 friends, and now I have over, I don’t know how many,
like 1,200 plus, whatever. And now I’m like, man I wish I didn’t do that because
people will intrude in our conversations and my friend will email me like “who is
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this dude?” and I’ll be like “I don’t know man, he’s just some weirdo.” People do
that on Twitter too, because they see us talking, but it’s weird because a lot of my
peripheral friends, and I mean very much me also, I get the runoff results of my
friends who do web comics and bigger web things, people see us talking and
they’re like, “I’ll follow this guy” and sometimes they chime in and stuff. (A2
641)
You definitely have to have a certain narcissistic-ism and self-centeredness to do
it because you just sort of have to train like this “no personal space” or, in a weird
way, make everything your personal space. And I think that’s one of the things
that’s the paradigm shift. People are like “man, my Facebook use to be my
personal space and now it’s being intruded upon,” when in reality, it’s like “no,
everything that you do online, is kind of your personal space, but you have to
accept that everyone can see it.” (A2 702)
Negative Reaction of Others. Lastly, this concept encapsulates the negative
reactions from others that my users have encountered because of their publicness online.
They weather these storms by framing that their publicness is valuable to them, but that it
is not necessarily for everyone.
I do have one high school friend that has, I don’t know. This is like a long, fairly a
while ago, a few years ago, I said sort of completely innocuously, or so I thought,
like “oh yeah you should join Facebook. You might like it.” So then she did, and I
mean she just had, I don’t know, had like the most visceral negative reaction that
I’ve ever seen anyone have, like “oh you’re posting so much and all your
opinions.” She was literally like, “if I was on Facebook all the time I would lose
my marriage, and my life would crumble, and I would never have time with my
family” and I was like, “first of all, I don’t even care if you’re on it or not.” I was
just kinda like, “you might like this, you see old pictures of your friends” and I
was just like “whatever” you know and I’m like “why do you care too like what,
how I use it or what the…” and it was just a very odd and I mean to this day I
mean she is just like, that is like, and I mean angry “WAHH” (angry voice) so I
have no idea, I mean that’s a really rare. Yeah and I do not see that a lot. I don’t
know if it was, it was partly directed at me for sharing too much crap and
opinions or whatever, but it was partly just this like visceral like “this is a terrible
thing” you know and I was kinda like “this is also sort of part of my job, and it’s
sort of what I do” so that’s another like angle to this. I’m not purely just posting
all of this for me or for you, some of it’s for my students or my colleagues or
whatever, so it’s like, I’m like “chill out dude.” But I don’t know, I mean most of
the time though I feel like people are just kind of like, you know, I mean they
might tease me like “oh you post a lot of stuff” but they don’t care or they’re used
to it, I don’t really, I don’t know. (T1 647)
121

My friend who graduated from college a few years ago, but he just likes to argue
and play devil’s advocate a lot, posted something about something from… and
this is also my friend who I was thinking about subtweeting yesterday, so we had
like a really long conversation about it. It was like eight comments long and there
were other comments. But he does that same thing too where he provokes like a
provocative question and he gets like twenty-five comments. And he’s fine with
that but I just don’t like talking on Facebook wall, so after like the eighth one, I
was like, “we should just meet up and talk about this in person” because I felt like
he was completely misunderstanding what I was saying, and maybe I wasn’t quite
getting what he was saying either. I think that it was one of those situations that I
try and avoid on Facebook because it ends up being drawn out and both sides end
up getting hurt, whereas I feel like in person, if we had that conversation, he and I
would have been logical and rational, and even if we disagreed at the end, agree
to disagree, we would have really understood what the other person was talking
about and I think that because maybe I was being sarcastic in one of my responses
and I think he got really angry about that, because sarcasm just doesn’t translate
really well on technology (P1 687)
Conclusion
The purpose of this study was to provide an understanding of online publicness.
My approach to the research allowed me to validate previous research findings, build on
previous data, and contribute new knowledge of these phenomena. Among my
participants, I found that they were public and used minimal or no privacy settings
because they were either naturally public people that found sharing online easy and an
outgrowth of their personalities, or they had encountered circumstances that required
their publicness, like being visible to past friends on Facebook, participating in public
discourse through their blog, or talking with celebrities on Twitter. My findings also
showed that my participants maintained their publicness online, due to a variety of
benefits, including making friends, convenient communication, conversation, the
network, and celebrity connections. These benefits were also juxtaposed with several
negative effects that publicness caused online and off. My participants negotiated these
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effects by being vulnerable, filtering harmful or hurtful content, maintaining their
identity, accepting little privacy, and coping with the negative reactions of others.
Limitations. Unlike other research that attempts to develop or apply theory, I
chose to conduct a case study modeled after the typology proposed by Thomas (2011c),
and attempted to draw a picture of “publicness,” as described by Jarvis (2011). In doing
so I did not seek to find generalizable results, but I hoped to contribute to the reader’s
tacit knowledge of modern publicness. Thus, I presented my findings in long segments of
text to contextualize my participants’ experiences and aid the reader’s understanding,
relying on their ability to determine the validity and transferability of the research. My
hope is that readers might resonate with the experiences of my participants and form their
own conclusions regarding publicness and social media. As I have stated before, I chose
my subject, methods, and analyzed my data from the lens of social constructionism. My
own bias, experience, and development have impacted this research as a whole, and will
remain the primary limitations of this study.
Future Research. The findings of this study should not be applied to a broader
population of pubic social media users, since the findings of a case study cannot be
generalized (Thomas, 2011a). Having said that, the interpretation, validity, and
transferability of this study will be determined by the reader. Therefore, it is necessary to
further explore and describe the lived experiences of those that utilize the Internet and
social media in more and more public ways. For instance, it would be interesting to
investigate and describe the lives of other public social media users to determine other
reasons for their publicness, beyond what has been described here. It would also be of
interest to look at the generational effects on publicness, since Millennials have been
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shown to rely on social media and even view it as a necessity (Read, Shah, S-O’Brien, &
Woolcott, 2012).
I began my research with warm affection and wonder. I even admired those who
in my mind were secure, self-assured, and who could “put themselves out there” without
fear. I also had a longing to engage in this apparent social rebellion. Feeling rebellious
from a very young age, I fantasized that I would, like my participants, experience a sense
of unbounded social freedom and self-expression. I envisioned a group of individuals,
literally constructing a new social norm, on the edge of social activism and social
development. It seemed to me that publicness would eventually be embraced by society.
However, what I found seems less cutting edge and less dramatic. My participants are
truly taking part in the construction of new social knowledge (Berger & Luckmann,
1966), and they are certainly a group that troubles previous norms of privacy, but they
also take great care in preserving their own and others’ privacy. The greatest realization
for me, during this study of online publicness, came as I participated in this research and
discovered that I am not like my participants for many reasons. For instance, I do value
accessibility and the ability to share and engage in social discourse, but I do not have the
desire for constant online connection. This may be evidence of my true introversion or
just my busy life filled with family, work, and academic obligations. Rather, I, like many
of those that read this work, will fall naturally closer to the center of the privacypublicness curve and utilize social media online to connect with friends, express my
personality, and have conversations.
In conclusion, those that stretch traditional social norms of privacy and live
publicly online by utilizing searchable social media profiles are a small but diverse group.
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They may function at the far edge of society, but like other groups of early adopters that
have embraced new forms of technology and communication, it is possible that they will
not remain in the minority. In the future, online technology and the Internet, similar to the
printing press of old, will likely continue to broaden and enhance the choices that
individuals have to construct their own identity and represent themselves.

125

References
Abram, C. (2006). Welcome to Facebook, everyone. The Facebook blog. [Web Log
Message] Retrieved from http://blog.facebook.com/blog.php?post=2210227130
Anderson, S. (2011). The Twitter Toolbox for Educators. Teacher Librarian, 39(1), 2730.
Baker, J. R., & Moore, S. M. (2008a). Blogging as a Social Tool: A Psychosocial
Examination of the Effects of Blogging. CyberPsychology & Behavior, 11(6),
747-749. doi:10.1089/cpb.2008.0053
Baker, J. R., & Moore, S. M. (2008b). Distress, Coping, and Blogging: Comparing New
Myspace Users by Their Intention to Blog. CyberPsychology & Behavior, 11(1),
81-85. doi:10.1089/cpb.2007.9930
Baker, J. R., & Moore, S. M. (2011a). Creation and Validation of the Personal Blogging
Style Scale. CyberPsychology, Behavior & Social Networking, 14(6), 379-385.
doi:10.1089/cyber.2010.0130
Baker, J. R., & Moore, S. M. (2011b). An Opportunistic Validation of Studies on the
Psychosocial Benefits of Blogging. CyberPsychology, Behavior & Social
Networking, 14(6), 387-390. doi:10.1089/cyber.2010.0202
Bargh, J. A., & McKenna, K. A. (2004). The Internet and Social Life. Annual Review Of
Psychology, 55(1), 573-590. doi:10.1146/annurev.psych.55.090902.141922
Bargh, J. A., McKenna, K. A., & Fitzsimons, G. M. (2002). Can You See the Real Me?
Activation and Expression of the “True Self” on the Internet. Journal Of Social
Issues, 58(1), 33.
Bateman, P. J., Pike, J. C., & Butler, B. S. (2011). To disclose or not: Publicness in social
126

networking sites. Information Technology & People, 24(1), 78-100.
doi:10.1108/09593841111109431
Baumer, E., Sueyoshi, M., & Tomlinson, B. (2011). Bloggers and Readers Blogging
Together: Collaborative Co-creation of Political Blogs. Computer Supported
Cooperative Work: The Journal Of Collaborative Computing, 20(1/2), 1-36.
doi:10.1007/s10606-010-9132-9
Berbary, L. A. (2011). Poststructural Writerly Representation: Screenplay as Creative
Analytic Practice. Qualitative Inquiry, 17(2), 186-196.
doi:10.1177/1077800410393887
Berger, P. L., & Luckmann, T. (1966). The Social Construction of Reality: A Treatise in
the Sociology of Knowledge. New York, NY: Anchor Books.
Blogosphere, S. (2011). State of the Blogosphere 2011. Technorati. [Web Log Message]
Retrieved from http://technorati.com/blogging/article/state-of-the-blogosphere2011-introduction/
Boyd, D. (2006). Friends, Friendsters, and MySpace Top 8: Writing Community Into
Being on Social Network Sites. First Monday 11(12), December.
http://www.firstmonday.org/issues/issue11_12/boyd/index.html
Boyd, D., & Ellison, N. (2008). Social network sites: Definition, history and scholarship.
Journal of Computer-Mediated Communication, 13, 210–38.
Brandtzæg, P., Luders, M., & Skjetne, J. (2010). Too Many Facebook 'Friends'? Content
Sharing and Sociability Versus the Need for Privacy in Social Network Sites.
International Journal Of Human-Computer Interaction, 26(11/12), 1006-1030.
doi:10.1080/10447318.2010.516719
127

Cain, J., Scott, D. R., & Smith, K. (2010). Use of social media by residency program
directors for resident selection. American Journal of Health-System Pharmacy,
67(19/20), 1635-1639. doi:10.2146/ajhp090658
Chang, J. (2011). Like My Status: Memology 2011. The Facebook blog. [Web Log
Message] Retrieved from
http://blog.facebook.com/blog.php?post=10150391956652131
Chase, S.E. (2005). Narrative inquiry: Multiple lenses, approaches, voices. In N.K.
Denzin & Y.S. Lincoln (Eds.), The Sage Handbook of Qualitative Reserach (3rd
ed., pp. 651-679). Thousand Oaks CA: Sage Publications.
Chenail, R. (2011). Qualitative Researchers in the Blogosphere: Using Blogs as Diaries
and Data. The Qualitative Report, 16(1), 249-254.
Chiang, O. (2011). Twitter Hits Nearly 200M Accounts, 110M Tweets Per Day, Focuses
On Global Expansion. Forbes. Retrieved from
http://www.forbes.com/sites/oliverchiang/2011/01/19/twitter-hits-nearly-200musers-110m-tweets-per-day-focuses-on-global-expansion/
Chiungjung, H. (2010). Internet Use and Psychological Well-being: A Meta-Analysis.
CyberPsychology, Behavior & Social Networking, 13(3), 241-249.
doi:10.1089/cyber.2009.0217
Chung, D. S., & Kim, S. (2008). Blogging activity among cancer patients and their
companions: Uses, gratifications, and predictors of outcomes. Journal Of The
American Society For Information Science & Technology, 59(2), 297-306.
Clandinin, D. J., & Connelly, F. M. (2000). Narrative inquiry: Experience and story in
qualitative research. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
128

comScore. (2011). It's A Social World: Top 10 Need-to-knows About Social Networking
and Where It's Headed. Retrieved
from http://www.comscore.com/Press_Events/Presentations_Whitepapers/2011/it
_is_a_social_world_top_10_need-to-knows_about_social_networking
Corbin, J., & Strauss, A. (1990). Grounded Theory Research: Procedures, Canons, and
Evaluative Criteria. Qualitative Sociology, 13(1), 3.
Cuijpers, P. P. (1997). Bibliotherapy in unipolar depression: A meta-analysis. Journal of
Behavior Therapy and Experimental Psychiatry, 28(2), 139-147.
doi:10.1016/S0005-7916(97)00005-0
De Backer, C. S., Nelissen, M., Vyncke, P., Braeckman, J., & McAndrew, F. T. (2007).
Celebrities: From Teachers to Friends. Human Nature, 18(4), 334-354.
doi:10.1007/s12110-007-9023-z
Deng, S., Liu, Y., Li, H., & Hu, F. (2013). How Does Personality Matter? An
Investigation of the Impact of Extraversion on Individuals' SNS Use.
Cyberpsychology, Behavior & Social Networking, 16(8), 575-581.
doi:10.1089/cyber.2012.0383
Donath, J., & Boyd, D. (2004). Public Displays of Connection. BT Technology Journal,
22(4), 71.
Ellison, N. B., Steinfield, C., & Lampe, C. (2007). The Benefits of Facebook “Friends:”
Social Capital and College Students’ Use of Online Social Network Sites. Journal
of Computer-Mediated Communication, 12(4), 1143-1168. doi:10.1111/j.10836101.2007.00367.x
Ellison, N. B., Lampe, C., & Steinfield, C. (2009). Social network sites and society:
129

Current trends and future possibilities. Interactions, 16(1), 6–9.
Farhi, P. (2009). The Twitter Explosion. American Journalism Review, 31(3), 26-31.
Gannes, L. (2012). Sheryl Sandberg: Social Media Helps Drive the Global Economy. All
Things D. Retrieved from http://allthingsd.com/20120124/sheryl-sandberg-socialmedia-helps-drive-the-global-economy/?mod=atdtweet (accessed January, 24,
2012).
Golbeck, J., Grimes, J. M., & Rogers, A. (2010). Twitter use by the U.S. Congress.
Journal of The American Society For Information Science & Technology, 61(8),
1612-1621. doi:10.1002/asi.21344
Gonzales, A. L., & Hancock, J. T. (2011). Mirror, Mirror on my Facebook Wall: Effects
of Exposure to Facebook on Self-Esteem. Cyberpsychology, Behavior & Social
Networking, 14(1/2), 79-83. doi:10.1089/cyber.2009.0411
Gosling, S. D., Augustine, A., Vazire, S., Holtzman, N., & Gaddis, S. (2011).
Manifestations of Personality in Online Social Networks: Self-Reported
Facebook-Related Behaviors and Observable Profile Information.
Cyberpsychology, Behavior & Social Networking, 14(9), 483-488.
doi:10.1089/cyber.2010.0087
Grant, W. J., Moon, B., & Busby Grant, J. (2010). Digital Dialogue? Australian
Politicians' use of the Social Network Tool Twitter. Australian Journal Of
Political Science, 45(4), 579-604. doi:10.1080/10361146.2010.517176
Greer, C. F., & Ferguson, D. A. (2011). Using Twitter for Promotion and Branding: A
Content Analysis of Local Television Twitter Sites. Journal of Broadcasting &
Electronic Media, 55(2), 198-214. doi:10.1080/08838151.2011.570824
130

Gregory, T., & Murphy, A. J. (2004). We Blog: Publishing Online with Weblogs (Book).
Technical Communication, 51(1), 129-130. Retrieved from EBSCOhost.
Gross, E. F. (2004). Adolescent Internet use: What we expect, what teens report. Journal
of Applied Developmental Psychology, 25(6), 633-649.
doi:10.1016/j.appdev.2004.09.005
Haferkamp, N., Eimler, S. C., Papadakis, A., & Kruck, J. (2012). Men are from Mars,
women Are from Venus? Examining gender differences in self-presentation on
social networking sites. Cyberpsychology, Behavior, And Social
Networking,15(2), 91-98. doi:10.1089/cyber.2011.0151
Halic, O., Lee, D., Paulus, T., & Spence, M. (2010). To blog or not to blog: Student
perceptions of blog effectiveness for learning in a college-level course. Internet &
Higher Education, 13(4), 206-213. doi:10.1016/j.iheduc.2010.04.001
Haythornthwaite, C. (2002). Strong, Weak, and Latent Ties and the Impact of New
Media. Information Society, 18(5), 385-401. doi:10.1080/01972240290108195
Hollenbaugh, E. E. (2011). Motives for Maintaining Personal Journal Blogs.
CyberPsychology, Behavior & Social Networking, 14(1/2), 13-20.
doi:10.1089/cyber.2009.0403
Hookway, N. (2008). 'Entering the blogosphere': Some strategies for using blogs in social
research. Qualitative Research, 8(1), 91-113. doi:10.1177/1468794107085298
Hramiak, A., Boulton, H., & Irwin, B. (2009). Trainee teachers' use of blogs as private
reflections for professional development. Learning, Media & Technology, 34(3),
259-269. doi:10.1080/17439880903141521
Humphreys, L. (2010). Mobile social networks and urban public space. New Media &
131

Society, 12, 763-778, doi:10.1177/1461444809349578
Inside Facebook. (2010) December data on Facebook’s US growth by age and gender:
Beyond 100 million. Retrieved from
www.insidefacebook.com/2010/01/04/december-data-on-facebook%E2%80%99s-us-growth-by-age-and-gender-beyond- 100-million/
(accessed January, 17, 2012).
Janesick, V. J. (2001). Intuition and Creativity: A Pas de Deux for Qualitative
Researchers. Qualitative Inquiry, 7(5), 531.
Jarvis, J. (2011). Public Parts: How Sharing in the Digital Age Improves the Way We
Work and Live. New York: Simon & Schuster.
Junghyun, K., & Jong-Eun Roselyn, L. (2011). The Facebook Paths to Happiness: Effects
of the Number of Facebook Friends and Self-Presentation on Subjective WellBeing. Cyberpsychology, Behavior & Social Networking, 14(6), 359-364.
doi:10.1089/cyber.2010.0374
Kanouse, B. (2009). The Post-Structural Effect on the Life-World: Re-Thinking Critical
Subjectivity and Ethics through Existential Performance and the Constitutive
Power of Performativity. In, Analecta Husserliana: The Yearbook of
Phenomenological Research Volume CIV: Phenomenology and Existentialism in
the Twentieth Century Book Two: Fruition-Cross-Pollination-Dissemination New
York: Springer. Retrieved from EBSCOhost.
Katz, J. E., Rice, R. E., & Aspden, P. (2001). The Internet, 1995-2000: Access, Civic
Involvement, and Social Interaction. American Behavioral Scientist, 45(3), 405.
Kirkpatrick, D. (2010). The Facebook effect: The inside story of the company that is
132

connecting the world. New York: Simon & Schuster.
Ko, H., & Kuo, F. (2009). Can Blogging Enhance Subjective Well-Being Through SelfDisclosure?. Cyberpsychology & Behavior, 12(1), 75-79.
doi:10.1089/cpb.2008.016
Krämer, N. C., & Winter, S. (2008). Impression management 2.0: The relationship of
self-esteem, extraversion, self-efficacy, and self-presentation within social
networking sites. Journal of Media Psychology: Theories, Methods, And
Applications, 20(3), 106-116. doi:10.1027/1864-1105.20.3.106
Kraut, R., Kiesler, S., Boneva, B., Cummings, J., Helgeson, V., & Crawford, A. (2002).
Internet Paradox Revisited. Journal of Social Issues, 58(1), 49.
Kraut, R., Patterson, M., Lundmark, V., Kiesler, S., Mukophadhyay, T., & Scherlis, W.
(1998). Internet paradox: A social technology that reduces social involvement and
psychological well-being?. American Psychologist, 53(9), 1017-1031.
doi:10.1037/0003-066X.53.9.1017
Kraut, R., Scherlis, W., Mukhopadhyay, T., Manning, J., & Kiesler, S. (1996). The
HomeNet Field Trial of Residential Internet Services. Communications of the
ACM, 39(12), 55-63. Retrieved from EBSCOhost.
L'Abate, L. (1991). The use of writing in psychotherapy. American Journal of
Psychotherapy, 45(1), 87. Retrieved from EBSCOhost.
Ladhani, N. (2010). Making a Difference; 140 Characters at a Time. Social Policy, 40(1),
43.
Lenhart, A., & Fox, S. (2006). Bloggers: A portrait of the Internet's new storytellers. Pew
Internet & American Life Project Retrieved
133

from http://www.pewInternet.org/~/media/Files/Reports/2006/PIP%20Bloggers%
20Report%20July%2019%202006.pdf.pdf.
Lent, J. (2009). Journaling enters the 21st Century: The use of therapeutic blogs in
counseling. Journal of Creativity in Mental Health, 4(1), 67-73.
doi:10.1080/15401380802705391
Lijphart, A. (1971). Comparative politics and the comparative method. American
Political Science Review, 65682-693.
Lüders, M. (2009). Becoming more like friends a qualitative study of personal media
and social life. Nordicom Review, 30(1), 201–216.
Luehmann, A., & Tinelli, L. (2008). Teacher professional identity development with
social networking technologies: learning reform through blogging. Educational
Media International, 45(4), 323-333.
Marwick, A., & Boyd, D. (2010). I tweet honestly, I tweet passionately: Twitter users,
context collapse, and the imagined audience. New Media & Society, (13) 114-133,
first published on July 7, 2010 doi:10.1177/1461444810365313
Mattingly, C., & Lawlor, M. (2000). Learning from Stories: Narrative Interviewing in
Cross-cultural Research. Scandinavian Journal of Occupational Therapy, 7(1), 414. doi:10.1080/110381200443571
Mezrich, B. (2009). The Accidental Billiionaires: The founding of Facebook. New York,
NY: Anchor Books.
McBride, D. (2011). Cancer Survivors Find Blogging Improves Quality of Life. ONS
Connect, 26(4), 20.
McFedries, P. (2007). All A-Twitter. IEEE Spectrum, 44(10), 84.
134

McKenna, K. A., & Bargh, J. A. (1999). Causes and Consequences of Social Interaction
on the Internet: A Conceptual Framework. Media Psychology, 1(3), 249.
McKenna, K. A., Green, A. S., & Gleason, M. J. (2002). Relationship Formation on the
Internet: What’s the Big Attraction?. Journal of Social Issues, 58(1), 9.
Miller, N. K. (2000). 'But enough about me, what do you think of my memoir?'. Yale
Journal of Criticism, 13(2), 421. Retrieved from EBSCOhost.
Miller, R., Parsons, K., & Lifer, D. (2010). Students and social networking sites: the
posting paradox. Behaviour & Information Technology, 29(4), 377-382.
doi:10.1080/01449290903042491
Motadel, D. (2011). Waves of Revolution. History Today, 61(4), 3-4.
Nardi, B. A., Schiano, D. J., Gumbrecht, M., & Swartz, L. (2004). WHY WE Blog.
Communications of the ACM, 47(12), 41-46. Retrieved from EBSCOhost.
Newness, K., Steinert, J., & Viswesvaran, C. (2012). Effects of Personality on Social
Network Disclosure: Do Emotionally Intelligent Individuals Post Inappropriate
Content?. Psihologijske Teme / Psychological Topics, 21(3), 473-486.
Nicholas, D., & Rowlands, I. (2011). Social media use in the research workflow.
Information Services & Use, 31(1/2), 61-83. doi:10.3233/ISU-2011-0623
Orange, E. (2011). Augmented, Anonymous, Accountable. Futurist, 45(4), 37-41.
O’Reilly, T. (2005). What is Web 2.0? Retrieved April 16, 2012,
from http://oreilly.com/web2/archive/what-is-web-20.html
Patton, M. Q. (2002). Qualitative research and evaluation methods. Thousand Oaks, CA:
Sage Publications.
Pearlman, L. (2009). "I like this". The Facebook blog. [Web Log Message] Retrieved
135

from http://blog.facebook.com/blog.php?post=53024537130 (accessed January,
17, 2012).
Perez-Latre, F., Blanco, I., & Sanchez, C. (2011). Social Networks, Media and
Audiences: A Literature Review. Comunicación Y Sociedad, 24(1), 63-74.
Pierpoint, L. (2011). Fukushima, Facebook and Feeds: Informing the Public in a Digital
Era. Electricity Journal, 24(6), 53-58. doi:10.1016/j.tej.2011.06.001
Podnieks, Elizabeth. (2004). ‘Hit Sluts’ and ‘Page Pimps’: online diarists and their quest
for cyber-union. Life Writing, 1(2), 123-150. doi:10.1080/10408340308518263
Polkinghorne, D. E. (2007). Validity Issues in Narrative Research. Qualitative Inquiry,
13(4), 471-486. doi:10.1177/1077800406297670
Pollet, T. V., Roberts, S. B., & Dunbar, R. M. (2011). Use of Social Network Sites and
Instant Messaging Does Not Lead to Increased Offline Social Network Size, or to
Emotionally Closer Relationships with Offline Network Members.
Cyberpsychology, Behavior & Social Networking, 14(4), 253-258.
doi:10.1089/cyber.2010.0161
Porter, J. (2009). Relationship Symmetry in Social Networks: Why Facebook will go
Fully Asymmetric. Bokardo. Retrieved from
http://bokardo.com/archives/relationship-symmetry-in-social-networks-whyfacebook-will-go-fully-asymmetric/ (accessed January, 17, 2012).
Pujazon-Zazik, M., & Park, M. J. (2010). To Tweet, or Not to Tweet: Gender Differences
and Potential Positive and Negative Health Outcomes of Adolescents’ Social
Internet Use. American Journal of Men's Health, (4) 77-8.
doi:10.1177/1557988309360819
136

Qiu, L., Lin, H., Leung, A. K., & Tov, W. (2012). Putting Their Best Foot Forward:
Emotional Disclosure on Facebook. Cyberpsychology, Behavior & Social
Networking, 15(10), 569-572. doi:10.1089/cyber.2012.0200
Rains, S. A., & Keating, D. M. (2011). The Social Dimension of Blogging about Health:
Health Blogging, Social Support, and Well-being. Communication
Monographs, 78(4), 511-534. doi:10.1080/03637751.2011.618142
Ratiu, F. (2008) People You May Know. The Facebook blog. [Web Log Message]
Retrieved from http://blog.facebook.com/blog.php?post=15610312130 (accessed
January, 17, 2012).
Read, P., Shah, C., S-O’Brien, L., & Woolcott, J. (2012). ‘Story of one’s life and a tree of
friends’ – understanding millennials’ information behaviour in social networks.
Journal of Information Science, 38(5), 489-497. doi:10.1177/0165551512453381
Riessman, C., & Speedy, J. (2007). Narrative inquiry in the psychotherapy professions. In
D. J. Clandinin (Ed.), Handbook of Narrative Inquiry: Mapping a Methodology
(pp. 426-456). Thousand Oaks: Sage.
Richardson, L. (2000). New Writing Practices in Qualitative Research. Sociology Of
Sport Journal, 17(1), 5-20.
Sanford, A. (2010). 'I Can Air My Feelings Instead of Eating Them': Blogging as Social
Support for the Morbidly Obese. Communication Studies, 61(5), 567-584.
doi:10.1080/10510974.2010.514676
Savage, N. (2011). Twitter as Medium and Message. Communications of The ACM,
54(3), 18-20. doi:10.1145/1897852.1897860
Schmidt, J. (2007). Blogging practices: An analytical framework. Journal of Computer137

Mediated Communication, 12(4), article 13.
http://jcmc.indiana.edu/vol12/issue4/schmidt.html
Schoon, E., & Cain, C. (2011). Facebook’s Boundaries. Contexts 10, 70-71.
doi:10.1177/1536504211408925
Schrammel, J., Köffel, C., & Tscheligi, M. (2009). How much do you tell?
Information disclosure behavior indifferent types of online communities. In The
4th International Conference on Communities and Technologies (pp. 275–284).
New York: ACM.
Seligstein, J. (2011) See the Messages that Matter. The Facebook blog. [Web Log
Message] Retrieved from
http://blog.facebook.com/blog.php?post=452288242130 (accessed January, 17,
2012).
Sheldon, P. (2009). "I'll poke you. You'll poke me!" Self-disclosure, social attraction,
predictability and trust as important predictors of Facebook relationships.
Cyberpsychology: Journal of Psychosocial Research on Cyberspace, 3(2),
http://cyberpsychology.eu/view.php?cisloclanku=2009111101&article=1
Singh, R. P., & Singh, L. O. (2008). Blogs: Emerging Knowledge Management Tools For
Entrepreneurs to Enhance Marketing Efforts. Journal of Internet Commerce, 7(4),
470-484. doi:10.1080/15332860802507305
Slayton, S. C., D'Archer, J., & Kaplan, F. (2010). Outcome studies on the efficacy of art
therapy: A review of findings. Art Therapy, 27(3), 108-119. Retrieved from
EBSCOhost.

138

Smith, B., & Sparkes, A. C. (2005). Analyzing Talk in Qualitative Inquiry: Exploring
Possibilities, Problems, and Tensions. Quest, 57(2), 213-242.
Smith, G. (2010). Blogging and the creative process. Journal Of Media Practice, 11(3),
281-287. doi:10.1386/jmpr.11.3.281_3
Smith, S., & Watson, J. (1996). Getting a Life: everyday uses of autobiography.
Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press.
Somolu, O. (2007). 'Telling our own stories': African women blogging for social change.
Gender & Development, 15(3), 477-489. doi:10.1080/13552070701630640
Stefanone, M. A., & Chyng-Yang, J. (2007). Writing for Friends and Family: The
Interpersonal Nature of Blogs. Journal of Computer-Mediated Communication,
13(1), 123-140. doi:10.1111/j.1083-6101.2007.00389.x
Stevens, R., & Spears, E. H. (2009). Incorporating Photography as a Therapeutic Tool in
Counseling. Journal of Creativity in Mental Health, 4(1), 3-16.
doi:10.1080/15401380802708767
Stever, G. S., & Lawson, K. (2013). Twitter as a Way for Celebrities to Communicate
with Fans: Implications for the Study of Parasocial Interaction. North American
Journal of Psychology, 15(2), 339-354.
Strano, M. M. (2008). User Descriptions and Interpretations of Self-Presentation through
Facebook Profile Images. Cyberpsychology, 2(2), 1-11.
Thomas, G. (2009). How to do your research project. Thousand Oaks, CA. Sage
Publications.
Thomas, G. (2010). Doing Case Study: Abduction Not Induction, Phronesis Not Theory.
Qualitative Inquiry, 16(7), 575-582. doi:10.1177/1077800410372601
139

Thomas, G. (2011a). How to do your case study: a guide for students & researchers.
Thousand Oaks, CA. Sage Publications.
Thomas, G. (2011b). The case: generalisation, theory and phronesis in case study. Oxford
Review of Education, 37(1), 21-35. doi:10.1080/03054985.2010.521622
Thomas, G. (2011c). A Typology for the Case Study in Social Science Following a
Review of Definition, Discourse, and Structure. Qualitative Inquiry, 17(6), 511521. doi:10.1177/1077800411409884
Tobin, G. A., & Begley, C. M. (2004). Methodological rigour within a qualitative
framework. Journal of Advanced Nursing, 48(4), 388-396. doi:10.1111/j.13652648.2004.03207.x
Tufekci, Z. (2008). Can You See Me Now? Audience and Disclosure Regulation in
Online Social Network Sites. Bulletin of Science, Technology & Society, 28(1),
20-36. doi:10.1177/0270467607311484
Valkenburg, P. M., & Peter, J. (2007). Online Communication and Adolescent WellBeing: Testing the Stimulation Versus the Displacement Hypothesis. Journal Of
Computer-Mediated Communication, 12(4), 1169-1182. doi:10.1111/j.10836101.2007.00368.x
Valkenburg, P. M., & Peter, J. (2009). Social Consequences of the Internet for
Adolescents: A Decade of Research. Current Directions In Psychological
Science, 18(1), 1-5. doi:10.1111/j.1467-8721.2009.01595.x
Viégas, F. B. (2005). Bloggers' Expectations of Privacy and Accountability: An Initial
Survey. Journal of Computer-Mediated Communication, 10(3), Accessed April
24, 2012.
140

Weimann, G. (2010). Terror on Facebook, Twitter, and Youtube. Brown Journal Of
World Affairs, 16(2), 45-54.
Weinstein, A., & Lejoyeux, M. (2010). Internet Addiction or Excessive Internet Use.
American Journal of Drug & Alcohol Abuse, 36(5), 277-283.
doi:10.3109/00952990.2010.491880
Wright, N. (2010). Twittering in teacher education: reflecting on practicum experiences.
Open Learning, 25(3), 259-265. doi:10.1080/02680513.2010.512102
Xun LiuLaRose, R. (2008). Does Using the Internet Make People More Satisfied with
Their Lives? The Effects of the Internet on College Students' School Life
Satisfaction. Cyberpsychology & Behavior, 11(3), 310-320.
Young, K. (2009). Online Social Networking: An Australian Perspective. International
Journal of Emerging Technologies & Society, 7(1), 39-57.
Young, K. (2011). Social Ties, Social Networks and the Facebook Experience.
International Journal of Emerging Technologies & Society, 9(1), 20-34.
Zuckerberg M. (2008). An Open Letter from Mark Zuckerberg. The Facebook
blog. [Web Log Message] Retrieved from
http://blog.facebook.com/blog.php?post=2208562130 (accessed January, 17,
2012).
Zuckerberg M. (2010). 500 million stories. The Facebook blog. [Web Log Message]
Retrieved from http://blog.facebook.com/blog.php?post=409753
p?post=409753352130 (accessed January, 17, 2012).

141

Appendix A - Informed Consent

Institutional Review Board



315 Administration Bldg.
Memphis, TN 38152-3370
Office: 901.678.3074
Fax: 901.678.2199

Consent to Participate in a Research Study
Facebook, Twitter, and the Blogosphere: A Case Study of Social Media Users.

You are being invited to take part in a research study about publicness among users of social media. You
are being invited to take part in this research study because 1) you have publicly accessible blogs and
profiles on Facebook and Twitter; 2) you are unpaid (not engaged in social media as part of a job); 3)
you participate in social media for personal reasons; 4) you use more than one form of social media; 5)
you use social media on a daily basis; 6) you have participated in two forms of social media for at least
one year; 7) you give consent for your written online activities via blog, Twitter, and Facebook of the
previous month, to be collected as E-observations; 8) you live in the Mid-south, specifically the
Memphis and surrounding area. If you volunteer to take part in this study, you will be one of about 3-6
people to do so.
The person in charge of this study is Jay Brooksby of University of Memphis Department of
Counseling, Educational Psychology, and Research. He is being guided in this research by Dr. Sara
Bridges. There may be other people on the research team assisting at different times during the study.
By doing this study, we hope to learn how social media is redefining public life, how public culture is
formed online and how users of social media are effected both on and offline by having public social
media profiles.
Individuals will be excluded from volunteering if they are currently under 18 years of age or in prison.
The research procedures will be conducted at The University of Memphis. You will need to come to
Ball Hall two-three times during the study. Each of those visits will take about two hours. The total
amount of time you will be asked to volunteer for this study is six hours over the next 30 days.
You will be asked to sit for up to three interviews lasting approximately two hours. Online observations
will also be collected including your Facebook status updates, comments, pictures, links and videos,
Twitter tweets/retweets, and blog posts will be collected for the previous month, beginning with the date
of first interviewing. Online observation will also include comments/responses made by others. All
names and locations will be replaced and de-identified.
When the first interview of approximately two hours is completed, the researcher will collect online
observations. Two weeks later, after online observations are completed you will be asked to sit for a
second interview lasing approximately two hours. Once this is complete, it is possible that the researcher
will ask you to sit for a third and final interview, four weeks after the initial interview.
To the best of our knowledge, the things you will be doing have no more risk of harm than you would
experience in everyday life. You may find some questions we ask you to be upsetting or stressful. If so,
we can tell you about some people who may be able to help you with these feelings.
In addition to the risks listed above, you may experience a previously unknown risk or side effect.
You will not get any personal benefit from taking part in this study.
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If you decide to take part in the study, it should be because you really want to volunteer. You will not
lose any benefits or rights you would normally have if you choose not to volunteer. You can stop at any
time during the study and still keep the benefits and rights you had before volunteering.
If you do not want to be in the study, there are no other choices except not to take part in the study.
You may have to pay for the cost of getting to the study site and a parking fee.
You will not receive any rewards or payment for taking part in the study.
We will make every effort to keep private all research records that identify you to the extent allowed by
law.
Your information will be combined with information from other people taking part in the study. When
we write about the study to share it with other researchers, we will write about the combined information
we have gathered. You will not be personally identified in these written materials. We may publish the
results of this study; however, we will keep your name and other identifying information private.
We will make every effort to prevent anyone who is not on the research team from knowing that you
gave us information, or what that information is. All data collected and stored electronically will be
stored on a password-protected computer. All paper records and portable electronic storage devices will
be kept in a locked storage box in a safe location.
We will keep private all research records that identify you to the extent allowed by law. However, there
are some circumstances in which we may have to show your information to other people. For example,
the law may require us to show your information to a court, or to tell authorities if you report
information about a child being abused or if you pose a danger to yourself or someone else. Also, we
may be required to show information which identifies you to people who need to be sure we have done
the research correctly; these would be people from such organizations as the University of Memphis.
If you decide to take part in the study you still have the right to decide at any time that you no longer
want to continue. You will not be treated differently if you decide to stop taking part in the study.
The individuals conducting the study may need to withdraw you from the study. This may occur if you
are not able to follow the directions they give you, if they find that your being in the study is more risk
than benefit to you, or if the agency funding the study decides to stop the study early for a variety of
scientific reasons.
Before you decide whether to accept this invitation to take part in the study, please ask any questions
that might come to mind now. Later, if you have questions, suggestions, concerns, or complaints about
the study, you can contact the investigator, Jay Brooksby at 901-730-6529. If you have any questions
about your rights as a volunteer in this research, contact the Institutional Review Board staff at the
University of Memphis at 901-678-3074. We will give you a signed copy of this consent form to take
with you.
If the researcher learns of new information in regards to this study, and it might change your willingness
to stay in this study, the information will be provided to you. You may be asked to sign a new informed
consent form if the information is provided to you after you have joined the study.
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Before interview recordings are begun, participants will be given pseudonyms. These pseudonyms will
help prevent identifying information from being recorded on tape. When recordings are transcribed all
identifying information will be eliminated and replaced with pseudonyms.

_________________________________________
Signature of person agreeing to take part in the study

____________
Date

_________________________________________
Printed name of person agreeing to take part in the study
_________________________________________
Name of [authorized] person obtaining informed consent

IRB ID#: 2305
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Appendix B – Recruitment Flyer

University of Memphis
[Volunteers] Wanted for a Research Study
Facebook, Twitter, and the Blogosphere: A Case Study
of Social Media Users.
Are Your Privacy Settings Set to “Public”?
This research study will conduct an in-depth investigation into occurrences of
social media use. Specifically, it will identify users of blogs, Facebook and Twitter, to
show how social media is redefining public life, how public culture is formed online and
how users of social media are effected both on and offline. Volunteers will be asked to sit
for 2-3 interviews (1-2 hours in length) approximately 3 weeks apart. In addition to these
interviews, volunteer’s previous month of online activity (blog entries, Facebook posts,
and tweets) will collected. All volunteers information will be kept confidential.

!

Volunteers must:
• Be 18-65 years old
• Have publicly accessible blog, Facebook, and Twitter accounts
• Participate in social media for personal reasons (be unpaid)
• Use social media on a daily basis
• Have participated in two forms of social media for at least one year
• Live in Memphis or surrounding area
For more information about participating, contact Jay Brooksby
(jaybrooksby@gmail.com)
This research is conducted under the direction of The Department of Counseling,
Educational Psychology and Research; College of Education, Health and Human
Sciences.
Social Media Study

jaybrooksby@gmail.com

Social Media Study

jaybrooksby@gmail.com

Social Media Study

jaybrooksby@gmail.com

Social Media Study

jaybrooksby@gmail.com

Social Media Study

jaybrooksby@gmail.com

Social Media Study

jaybrooksby@gmail.com

Social Media Study

jaybrooksby@gmail.com

Social Media Study

jaybrooksby@gmail.com

Social Media Study

jaybrooksby@gmail.com

Social Media Study

jaybrooksby@gmail.com
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Appendix C - Interview Guide
RQ 1: What are the constructions that social media users see as viable options for
representing self in public domains?


How did you decide to have a public Facebook, twitter account, and blog



How do you decide what to publish/share online?

Y

Tell me about a time when you wished you shared less online.

Y

Tell me about a time you were impacted positively by sharing something
online.

RQ 2: How are these constructions disseminated, maintained, and reinforced through
their use of

social media?

Y

Tell me about the first time you heard of someone being public online.

Y

As you use social media and interact online, what makes you remain
public?

Y

How has your view of publicness changed since using social media?

Y

How would you describe social media culture?

Y

Have you seen this culture change?

Y

Tell me about a time you were critiqued, for sharing something online?

Y

Tell me how you think social media has changed being public.

RQ 3: How do users of social media negotiate these constructions of publicness within
their

public and private lives?

Y

Tell me about your social media use on a daily basis. Walk me through a
normal day’s use.

Y

Tell some of the reactions you get when you discuss your publicness
online with offline friends.

Y

What concerns do you have regarding privacy online?

Y

How are your experience online separate or similar to your experiences
offline?

Y

How does sharing your life with other people online affect your offline
life?
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Appendix D – Question One Word Cloud
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Appendix E – Question Two Word Cloud
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Appendix F – Question Three Word Cloud
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